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Historic Preservation Commission 

Minutes of October 19, 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 4:08 p.m.   

 
1.  CONSENT AGENDA: 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester made a motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Horner, to accept 

the consent agenda, which passed by a unanimous vote. 

 
2.   NEW BUSINESS: 

 
a) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Morris): Request of Caner Uguz to 1) add rear 

fence and 2) add porch railings at 2208 Rivermont. (HPC2009-0016) 

  
Mr. Caner Uguz was present to represent the application. There are three (3) issues to tackle. This is an 

old house and they want to preserve its character. The first item is adding a fence to the back yard. The 
main motivation for adding the fence is to keep their dog and small children in the yard. They chose the 

farm style fence because their dog can jump over four (4) feet high and they do not like the style of 

privacy fences. A net will be added to the farm style fence to close any openings and the fence can be 
painted white to match the white stucco of the house. The second item is adding a railing to the front 

porch. When they bought the house there was no railing and the porch was in bad condition so they 
repaired it. They would like to extend the existing railing, which they assume is original to the house, to 

the front of the porch. The contractor will be able to replicate the existing railing exactly and it will be 
very visible from the street. The third item is restoring the windows, which can be approved 

administratively. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that the guidelines note that fences of split or horizontal rails are not 

appropriate for front yards but may be added at rear yards or non-visible side yards. He then asked if the 
fence will be visible.   

 

Mr. Uguz responded that the right side of the fence will be visible from Rivermont Avenue but the left 
side will only be partially visible since there is a huge magnolia tree that covers up most of view. 

 
Commission Morris asked if the property is a corner lot. 

 
Mr. Uguz responded that there are houses on either side of his property.  
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Commissioner Morris stated that the fence would probably be okay on the sides and back of the house 
but not in the front. A different fence would need to be used for the front. He then asked how far the 

fence would extend. 
 

Mr. Uguz responded that there is a sidewalk and pathway in the front of the house.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that the Miller Claytor house is behind this property,  

 
Chair McSwain responded that this property is two houses over from the Miller Claytor house. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that this is a difficult case because the Miller Claytor house faces the 

backyard of this property. He then asked if there is a street behind the property that goes to the Miller 

Claytor house.  
 

Mr. Uguz responded that he would not call it a street because there is not a lot of traffic. It is more like 
an alleyway. He agreed though that the property is visible from the Miller Claytor house.   

 

Commissioner Erquiaga stated that the street is a named City street with a historical street sign on it.  
 

Mr. Uguz stated that they love the fence in place at the Miller Claytor house and would love to install 
something similar on their property but it is not tall enough for their dog. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked what style of fence they have at the Miller Claytor house. 

 

Mr. Uguz responded that they have a four (4) foot tall picket fence.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked how tall of a fence Mr. Uguz needs. 
 

Mr. Uguz responded that the fence would need to be at least five (5) feet tall.  

 
Commissioner Morris stated that the fence in the picture that Mr. Uguz submitted is not five (5) feet.  

 
Mr. Uguz responded that the picture was submitted to show the style. When installed, the fence will have 

four (4) horizontal lines and posts every eight (8) feet as well as wire to close any holes.   

 
Chair McSwain asked Mr. Uguz if he would be willing to imitate the Miller Claytor fence on his property 

but at a higher height, noting that the pickets can be cut at any length.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that Mr. Uguz did not want a privacy fence. 
 

Mr. Uguz responded that he did not want a privacy fence.  

 
Chair McSwain stated that there are several inches between the pickets on the Miller Claytor house fence.  

 
Commissioner Morris stated that the Miller Claytor house fence is not high enough.  

 

Chair McSwain reiterated that the pickets can be made any height.   
 

Commissioner Morris stated that five (5) foot pickets would look strange and might look like a version of 
a stockade fence. 
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Commissioner Erquiaga stated that Miller Claytor Street is included in the historic district. The property is 

visible from that street and therefore must follow the same guidelines as if it were visible from Rivermont 
Avenue. 

 
Commissioner Morris shared agreement. 

 

Mr. Uguz stated that if a five (5) foot fence is not possible they will opt to have no fence at all.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked if they could install an invisible fence for the dog.  
 

Mr. Uguz responded that they did not want to use an invisible fence for the dog.  
 

Commissioner Horner noted that an invisible fence will not work for the children either. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that he does not object to the proposed fence but something else may need 

to be used in the front. 
 

Mr. Uguz responded that the fence will be visible. They could landscape it so that it is not as visible in the 

front.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked if the fence will be painted white. 
 

Mr. Uguz responded that they could paint the fence white to match the house. 
 

Chair McSwain stated that the house down the street at 2300 Rivermont Avenue has a fence that was 

built in the last few years that fronts Rivermont Avenue. It has horizontal rails and is not painted. It also 
has some sort of crosshatch at the top of it.  

 
Commissioner Erquiaga responded that house is tricky because it does not have a Rivermont Avenue 

address and may not have to abide by the historic guidelines.  

 
Chair McSwain responded that it is on Columbia Avenue which is still a historic street.  

 
Mr. Uguz stated that the house is very visible from Rivermont Avenue.  

 

Commissioner Morris asked if Mr. Uguz would be willing to do something similar to that fence since that 
was approved by the Commission.  

 
Mr. Uguz did not know if it would be high enough. There are a lot of options for fences that are four (4) 

feet or below.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that normally the fence Mr. Uguz proposed would be acceptable but in this 

case there is a street to the back of the property.    
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the proposed fence is more desirable than a privacy fence.  
 

Chair McSwain stated that the proposed design is preferable to some other fences that have been 

approved previously because it is not as busy and is more minimalistic. He noted that the fence may 
stand out more if it is painted white and that leaving it unpainted might allow it to blend in.  

 
Mr. Uguz responded that they are open to painting the fence or leaving it unpainted.  
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Commissioner Lifsey made a motion to approve the fence application as submitted with a natural finish. 

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 
 

Mr. Uguz stated that the contractor replicating the railing is experienced and has worked with old houses. 
He will make sure it stays true to its character. It will be more expensive to replicate the original railing 

but railings are an important part of a historic house. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked if the top and bottom rails are already in place and if only the pickets are 

being replaced. 
 

Mr. Uguz responded that in the front, nothing is there now. It was all removed before they bought the 
house.  

 

Commissioner Lifsey asked if the railing currently exists on the side of the porch. 
 

Mr. Uguz responded that was correct.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey made a motion to approve the porch railing application as submitted to match the 
existing top and bottom rail and pickets. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Morris and passed 

by the following vote: 

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

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT:                     0 

 
b) ACTION (Virginia University of Lynchburg): Request of Kelvin Moore, on behalf of 

Virginia University of Lynchburg, to add mechanical units and screening at 2058 
Garfield. (HPC2009-0017) 

  

Mr. Kelvin Moore was present to represent the application but had audio issues. 
 

Chair McSwain noted that he did a site visit for this item. 
 

Commissioner Horner stated that it didn’t seem like Virginia University of Lynchburg (VUL) had much 
choice in where to install the mechanical units. 

 

Chair McSwain responded that there is not enough space for the size units they are using to put them on 
the backside of the building. The City has access and will pave very close to the back of the building. The 

location where the units will be is on a downhill slope toward the back of the building. There is a narrow 
space between the hall and an existing house that is owned by the University. Again, it slopes away and 

any sort of screening, a fence or greenery will prevent the units from being visible. 

 
Commissioner Horner stated that the screening is very important from the front side. 

 
Chair McSwain shared agreement. 
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Commissioner Horner made a motion to approve the application as submitted with the stipulation that 

appropriate screening be installed. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Spencer-Hester and 
passed by the following vote: 

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

NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS: Lifsey, Morris                2 
ABSENT:                     0 

 
c) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner McSwain): Request of Sally Bruce to replace slate 

roofing with metal to match existing at 1324 Church. (HPC2010-0002) 
  

Mr. Robbie Campbell with Allphase Roofing and Construction was present to represent the application. 

The slate roof will be switched to metal and rubber due to the current situation of everything. That will 
allow the property to be more water tight and structurally sound. 

 
Chair McSwain asked for clarification that a majority of the roof is already standing seam metal but the 

top cross ridge is still slate and in poor condition. He asked if it is leaking.  

 
Mr. Campbell responded that is correct. It has lived its lifespan. It is an Amherst slate and has a lot of 

lyme in it. It is returning itself back to the earth. He added that the roof is a “hodgepodge” right now. 
There are a lot of low slopes and the systems are fighting each other. It is better to keep with one 

system. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked if it is two (2) different roofs. 

 
Mr. Campbell responded there are several different roofs on the structure right now. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked for clarification that there are currently slate and metal roofs. 

 

Mr. Campbell responded that was correct. The current metal roof is too low of a slope to go back the 
same way. On the low areas in the front, EPDM rubber will be installed which will increase the water 

tightness. It has been deteriorating in the soffits because the metal is not designed to go that low. More 
typically it would have been flat locked and because it was not, it has created a lot of structural issues. It 

is an inadequate roof for that style slope. The rubber will not be visible from the street and metal trim to 

match the metal roof can be installed. It will be better for this structure. 
 

Chair McSwain reiterated that the existing slate is an Amherst slate and is degrading in its current state. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that slate is on the main front to back gable and the side 
gable. 

 

Mr. Campbell responded that was correct. The only place the slate is visible from is the parking lot side. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked if this was the house across from the YMCA. 
 

Mr. Campbell responded that the house is up the street from the YMCA. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked what the rubber product that will be used is. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the petition is to replace the slate roof with metal.   
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Mr. Campbell responded that Amherst slate doesn’t last as long as Buckingham slate. The roof has 

already been patched and repaired so many times. There are numerous spots of missing slate where it 
has materialized. The Amherst slate has a lot of lyme and tends to flake out.   

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked if the structure under the slate is lighter weight and if it would be capable of 

holding up Buckingham slate.  

 
Mr. Campbell responded that it is questionable because there have been extensive leaks especially in the 

low slope areas. He also noted that Buckingham slate is quite pricey.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked how visible the roof is. 
 

Mr. Campbell responded that the roof is only visible from the parking lot.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked again if the roof is visible from the street. 

 
Mr. Campbell responded that the roof is only visible from the street if someone were going backwards 

down Church Street. 

 
Commissioner Horner stated that the guidelines are pretty clear regarding slate roofs and that they 

should be replaced with new slate. 
 

Mr. Campbell responded that they have had the same argument before. Metal was a common roof in the 
late 1800s so it is a like-in-kind nature. Other houses have also been approved to replace slate roofs with 

metal. It comes down to what will be better for the structure. This structure is “flexing pretty hard” due 

to the weight. Also, due to the improper techniques of the low slope metal roof there has been 
deterioration to the lumber. The majority of the roof is already metal and there’s no reason to put two 

(2) different roofs on the structure. It was never intended to be a “hodgepodge” of roofs but was 
economically driven. At this stage, replacing the roof with one structure will keep it in its longevity. 

Putting the roof back as slate will be risky. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked what year the house is. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester responded that the house was built in 1878.  

 

Commissioner Morris asked if the house is used as a rental or a main residence. 
 

Mr. Campbell responded that it is used as a business. 
 

Commissioner Horner asked where the rubber material will be installed.  
 

Mr. Campbell responded that the rubber will be installed on the low slope sections. 

 
Chair McSwain noted that part is not visible at all from the road. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked what the rubber material is.  

 

Mr. Campbell responded that it is an EPDM product made for low slope roofing. It is rubber. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if the rubber looks like metal. 
 

Mr. Campbell responded that it looks like rubber. 
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Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if it is a roll out type product 

 
Mr. Campbell responded that is correct and the EPDM rubber has been used on a lot of historical homes. 

The original metal used for a lot of them is no longer produced. Galvanized metal cannot go through the 
same processes because it produces a deadly gas. The only other alternative is copper which is 

uneconomical. That’s why the EPDM is used on the low slopes. It can be detailed out in the same color as 

the metal and is best to make the structure watertight. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked for the measurements and details of the proposed metal roof. 
 

Mr. Campbell responded that it will be similar to Commissioner Morris’ carriage house roof. Usually they 
install the roof with non-extrusions with the understanding that there will be oil canning. Replacing the 

slate roof with metal will get some of the weight off this structure and will create a greater asset. The 

slate is too much weight with the low slopes and age. The metal and rubber will better serve the 
property. 

 
Commissioner Morris 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, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT:                     0 
 

3. OLD BUSINESS: 

 
a) ACTION (Vacancy): Request of Anna Chytla to add an awning over the front and side 

doors at 1000 Court. (HPC2009-0008) 
  

Ms. Elizabeth Baxter was present to represent the application. Awnings will be added over the front door, 

the side door off of 10th Street, and the back balcony porches. The pole ends will be spears. The front 
façade will not be covered and the decorative woodwork and stained glass will still be visible. The 

awnings will add weather protection for the structure and for the tenants. They will consist of aluminum 
painted black with a canvas material that is parchment colored. They are projected to be six (6) feet out 

but, again, will not cover the front façade. They will be mounted to the brick with standard bolts and 

epoxy as needed. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that the awnings will be black. 
 

Ms. Baxter responded that the aluminum will be black but the canvas covering will be a parchment color, 
which is a tan color. The 10th Street door will be a smaller awning but will still have adequate structure to 

handle weather and possible snow load.  There are also four (4) back balconies that they want to get 

approval for because they may want to cover them with awnings in the future. The awnings for those will 
match the awnings for the main entrance and the 10th Street entrance and will provide additional weather 

protection for the residents.    
 

Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the structure for the main entrance is six (6) inches high. 

 
Chair McSwain responded that is what the shop drawing indicates. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked if the canvas drop on the sides and front will also only be six (6) inches. 

 
Ms. Baxter responded that the canvas will cover the frame so that it is not exposed. 
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Commissioner Morris stated that if the canvas dropped down more, the frame would not be as visible. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked if the canvas drop will be only six (6) inches or if it will be longer in order to 
cover the frame more. 

 

Ms. Baxter responded that it will be wrapped so that the sides of the frame will not be visible. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that he is more worried about the underside of the structure itself. From the 
street the awning is up high and if someone is driving or walking by the underside and structure will be 

visible. He noted that the plainer that it is and the less structure that’s visible the better. 
 

Ms. Baxter responded that she could work with their contractor to make adjustments to hide the 

structure and then just do the spears in the black color. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that the structure would be in the parchment color. 
 

Ms. Baxter responded that they could work to have it hidden.  

 
Commissioner Morris stated that it just needed to be less visible. The canvas should be dropped in the 

front and on the sides more. 
 

Ms. Baxter responded that they are projecting out six (6) feet on the front awning and there is a three 
(3) foot drop with the pitch so the structure will not be visible. 

 

Commissioner Morris stated that the provided picture makes the awning looks flat. 
 

Ms. Baxter responded that the picture is a rough rendering and is not representative of the over three (3) 
foot drop. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the back of the awning will need to be tucked up under the sill of the 
window above the door and the front lip will be at the bottom of the transom over the door to achieve 

three (3) feet of slope. He agrees that the underside is unlikely to be visible with a three (3) foot drop. It 
needs to be determined though, with this elevation, where the back edge and front edge will actually fit. 

 

Ms. Baxter responded that adjustments can be made to the height on the overall placement of it. They 
were trying to place it more centrally between the window and the door. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked what DHR said about the project. 

 
Ms. Baxter responded that DHR is still reviewing the project. 

 

Commissioner Morris stated that the objective would be to bring the rear side of the awning up closer to 
the window so that the front of it does not cover the architecture of the doorway. 

 
Ms. Baxter responded that they have already planned to make those field adjustments to make sure that 

the doorway is not covered as per the guidelines. 

 
Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the application as submitted with the stipulation that 

the back portion of the awning be moved up toward the sill of the plating window so that the awning will 
not cover the pendant of the doorway. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Lifsey. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if all of the awnings are the same size. 
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Chair McSwain responded that they are sized appropriately for the area that they are in. 
 

Ms. Baxter shared agreement. 
 

The motion passed by the following vote: 

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

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT:                     0 
 

b) 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. 
 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow stated that the materials requested at the last meeting were not submitted by the 

petitioner though the request was shared with the petitioner twice.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that he is unsure how to proceed since the requested materials were not 
provided. 

 
Chair McSwain asked for clarification that some new materials were provided by the petitioner. 

 

Ms. Glasgow responded that some written descriptions were provided. If the Commission does not feel 
that there is enough information because the requested materials were not provided, then the 

Commission may deny the application.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the Commission requested some sort of plan showing 

where the fence will be installed in relation to the house and property lines. He then noted that no new 
materials were submitted in regard to that request.     

 
Commissioner Erquiaga added that it was unclear where the fence would be in relation to the sidewalk 

and the berm.  

 
Commissioner Morris stated that he does not feel that the Commission can act on this given the lack of 

materials and information.  
 

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

 

Commissioner Erquiaga stated that when the petitioner is sent the denial it needs to be explained why it 
was denied. 

 
The commission shared agreement. The petition was denied because the petitioner did not provide the 

requested materials, did not answer the Commission’s questions, and did not attend the meeting to 

answer the questions. 
 

Ms. Glasgow responded that it will be explained to the petitioner. 
 

The motion to deny 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 
 

c) 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 the application is to remove the pavement that was done after-the-fact from 
the front yard. Other than that, there was no follow up provided by the petitioner.  

 

Commissioner Horner asked Chair McSwain if he was under the impression that the petitioner knew he 
was supposed to submit a plan. The petitioner made it sound like Chair McSwain and Commissioner 

Erquiaga had approved what he was doing when they visited the site. 
 

Chair McSwain responded that at the site visit he and Commissioner Erquiaga made some 

recommendations on what would be feasible for the Commission to review and on what other properties 
had done that had been approved. The petitioner made it seem like he could work with that but 

unfortunately did not submit any new information. 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga added that he and Chair McSwain made it clear that what was discussed at the 
site visit was not representative of the entire Commission. It is still unknown how much of the turnaround 

the petitioner plans to remove. It is a very wide driveway at the back and there is also a lane of asphalt 

that goes behind the house. Because of that, the turnaround spot up front does not need to be large.  
 

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

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the application is to remove the asphalt that is there in order to comply 

with the court order. If the petition is denied the petitioner will get additional time to submit a new 
application and will continue to utilize it as a parking lot. He then asked Commissioner Horner to 

withdraw the motion. 
 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow stated that would not be the case for this and the City has procedures in place to 

deal with this legally.  
 

Commissioner Horner stated that if the application is approved the petitioner plans to install a fountain 
and bushes.  

 
Commissioner Morris stated that the motion just needs to be worded differently.  

 

Commissioner Lifsey added that this petition only concerns the pavement and not a fountain. 
 

Commissioner Horner withdrew the motion.   
 

Commissioner Lifsey made a motion to approve removing in entirety the parking area in front and 

leaving only fifteen (15) feet of pavement from the edge of the existing driveway for a turnaround; all 
other elements are to be removed. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Morris.  

 
Commissioner Erquiaga stated that seems reasonable. 

 
Chair McSwain shared agreement.  
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Commissioner Lifsey stated that fifteen (15) feet is a standard parking space. There is enough room in 
the back to turn around anyway but this will allow cars to go nose out into Rivermont. 

 
Commissioner Horner asked if any future plans for the space will need to come back before the 

Commission. 

 
Ms. Glasgow responded that the petitioner will need to comply with the COA and if he does not it is still a 

zoning violation. 
 

Chair McSwain stated that the petitioner can landscape the area but ornamental items will need to go 
through the COA process.   

 

The motion 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 November 16, 2020. 

 
5. ADJOURNMENT: 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:23 p.m. 

 
 

               
                 

ATTEST: ____________________________________ ATTEST: _________________________________ 

                              Secretary                                                        Chair 

 


