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Historic Preservation Commission 

Minutes of February 22, 2021 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Michael Erquiaga  

Shanda K. Horner  

Tracey Langseth 
Christopher McSwain, Chair 

Richard Morris 
Shaun Spencer-Hester 

 
MEMBERS ABSENT: 

Emmett Lifsey  

 
OTHERS PRESENT: 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow, Secretary to the Historic Preservation Commission; Ms. Eve Mergenthaler, Planning 
Technician; and the public.  

 

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

 
1.  CONSENT AGENDA: 

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

the consent agenda, which passed by a unanimous vote. 

 
2.   NEW BUSINESS: 

 
a) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Lifsey): Request of Viviana and Richard Spiers to 

demolish a backyard garage at 2306 Rivermont Avenue. (HPC2101-0003) 

  
Mr. Richard Spiers was present to represent the application. He wants to demolish the garage. 

Commissioner Horner visited the site and viewed the structure. She also told him that it was a non-
contributing structure. 

 

Chair McSwain asked for clarification that the COA application is just for demolition and not for any new 
construction. 

 
Mr. Spiers responded that he is not sure what he will do with the area afterwards. Part of the demolition 

will be removing the concrete pad and he may put grass in its place. The main reason for demolition of 
the garage is for safety. It was originally built in the 1950s or the 1960s.  

 

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

 
Commissioner Horner stated that the building was not identified as contributing when the historic district 

was created. There is much of it that is not original, probably over half of it, and it is in bad shape. 

 
The motion passed by the following vote: 

 
AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, Langseth, McSwain, Morris, Spencer-Hester       6 

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                       0 
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ABSENT: Lifsey                    1 

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

replace slate roof with asphalt at 611 Pearl Street. (HPC2101-0004) 
 

Ms. Victoria Bartholomew was present to represent the owner of 611 Pearl Street and the application. 

She is the listing agent and the buyer’s agent on this house. After the home inspection it became 
apparent that the slate roof on at least three (3) sides of the home is very damaged. The back roof of the 

house seems like it was replaced with Buckingham slate a long time ago. The three sides that are visible 
from the street have had a lot of repairs over time but are damaged and causing water damage on the 

interior of the home. The potential buyers are looking to do a significant restoration but can’t do so with 
the roof in this condition. They also do not have the finances to replace the existing roof with slate and 

would like to replace it instead with an asphalt shingle roof. The roof is barely visible from the ground 

and the lower roofs were also replaced with asphalt shingle at some point.     
 

Commissioner Horner stated that the guidelines clearly state that an asphalt roof is not permitted to 
replace a slate roof.  

 

Ms. Bartholomew responded that at 1302 Madison Street, her residence, there had been significant 
damage to the slate roof because someone had tarred over it. More than half of the roof needed to be 

removed and replaced, which is costly. She did not have the financial ability to do so. It was the 
determination of the Commission at the time that because the roof was not as architecturally significant 

as other slate roofs in the neighborhood it was acceptable to replace the roof with an asphalt shingle 
roof. The roof on this residence is not a patterned slate roof and it has reached the end of its life 

expectancy on at least three (3) sides. It would not be the first in the neighborhood to have this happen. 

 
Commissioner Horner stated that the roof is visible from the street.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked where the good side of the roof is located. 

 

Ms. Bartholomew responded that it is located on the back of the house. That side could possibly remain 
because Buckingham slate has a longer life expectancy and is not as old as the rest of the house. The 

current owners bought the house in the 1970s or the 1980s and the replacement was done before they 
bought it.    

 

Commissioner Morris stated that the roof has decorative ridge capping that will need to be reused or 
reproduced. The black asphalt shingle that is proposed as a replacement is not indicative of what the 

existing roof looks like and is not appropriate. There is only one asphalt shingle that he knows of that 
gives the appearance of slate. It was used on another house on Rivermont Avenue that previously had an 

asbestos roof. The shingle is Grand Manor by CertainTeed and from a distance it resembles slate. In this 
case, the roof looks pretty bad. He then asked if All Phase Roofing was the company that looked at this 

roof. 

 
Ms. Bartholomew responded that All Phase Roofing looked at the roof. The original intent was for the 

seller to repair the existing roof but after the inspection, it was evident that the roof needed more than 
minor repairs.  

 

Commissioner Morris suggested that the back portion of the slate roof remain intact and that the other 
sides of the roof be replaced with Grand Manor by CertainTeed if the Commission approves replacement 

with an asphalt shingle. The decorative caps and finials will need to be retained.   
 

Commissioner Erquiaga asked if other options, like synthetic slate, had been examined.  
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Ms. Bartholomew responded that she had examined other options for her own residence and found that it 

was close to three (3) times as expensive. An asphalt shingle roof of this size will be about $15,000.00 
and the other options, like synthetic slate, came out to about $45,000.00, which is a significant 

difference. The other reason that she is here representing the application instead of the homeowner is 
because the homeowner is of very limited means. They are trying to make something work so that the 

house can be sold and doesn’t continue to deteriorate. She wants to see it go to someone who can do a 

restoration. Right now, they are going to have to disclose in the sale of the house a significantly damaged 
roof. If the roof needs to be replaced with slate or like-kind that could seriously inhibit the sale of the 

house. She understands that this is an awkward situation and that the Commission is limited by the 
guidelines but there are individual cases that should be considered separately. The owners and buyers 

are open to whatever color the Commission suggests. The color proposed for this property is what she 
used on her personal property.  

 

Commissioner Morris clarified that Grand Manor by CertainTeed is not a color. It is a style of shingle that 
has a shadow line to it. The color would have to be a gray, like the existing shingles. 

 
Chair McSwain noted that the color could be approved administratively.   

 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if there are pictures of the other houses in the neighborhood that 
have asphalt shingle roofs.  

 
Ms. Bartholomew responded that the lower roofs on this house are shingle roofs. The houses next door 

also have asphalt shingle roofs.  
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked what color the roofs on the other houses are.  

 
Ms. Bartholomew responded that those roofs are gray. The color that will be chosen for this house should 

be in coordination with the neighborhood and should not make it stand out any more than it needs to. 
She noted that she is trying to please the Commission and make the solution financially feasible because 

the roof is substantial, high up, and in need of replacement. She then reiterated that the proposed roof 

style and color is the same as what was approved and used on her house two and a half (2.5) blocks 
away. The roof of the front porch is already asphalt shingles. She is not sure if that was approved or 

when it was done but it might be better if the new roof matches that. She does not prefer fake slate 
materials.  

 

Commissioner Morris stated that the shingles on the front porch probably shouldn’t be on there because 
it is a nearly flat roof. Shingles are supposed to have a certain pitch.  

 
Ms. Bartholomew responded “it is what it is” because those are there right now. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that the roof was probably a different material, like metal, to begin with.  

 

Commissioner Morris made a motion that the slate in the rear remain as is, if it is in good 
condition; the other parts of the roof be replaced with Grand Manor by CertainTeed in a gray 

tone that matches what exists now; and the decorative elements on the roof, including the 
flashing and finials, be reproduced or reused. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Horner.  

 

Ms. Bartholomew stated that she needs more information on Grand Manor by CertainTeed. She will also 
need to ask All Phase Roofing if they install it. She reiterated that she is not familiar with it and asked for 

clarification that it is an asphalt shingle. 
 

Commissioner Morris responded that it is an asphalt shingle that has a shadow line. It is more expensive 
than a regular asphalt shingle but is nowhere near the cost of a slate roof.  
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Chair McSwain added that it is not as expensive as a synthetic slate roof.  
 

Discussion regarding 3101 Rivermont Avenue ensued because the house used Grand Manor. 
 

Ms. Bartholomew stated that she has difficulty understanding why one material was approved for her 

property but is not being approved for this property, which is only a few blocks over.  
 

Commissioner Morris responded that every application is treated individually. Other projects do not set 
precedent in the neighborhood and there are always different circumstances to different applications. He 

then stated that he does not remember her previous application. 
 

Ms. Bartholomew recalled that the Commission was okay with the previous application because it had 

minimal viewing from the street.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked what kind of shingle was approved for her property. 
 

Ms. Bartholomew responded that it was a regular asphalt shingle. It is the exact material that was 

submitted for this house. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated again that he does not remember that.  
 

Discussion regarding Ms. Bartholomew’s house ensued.  
 

Commissioner Morris reiterated that Grand Manor by CertainTeed is an asphalt shingle with depth. The 

proposed asphalt shingle just looks like a black shingle. He noted that the Commission could require the 
roof be replaced with slate because that is what is in the guidelines but they are trying to meet her 

halfway. The best solution, if using an asphalt shingle, is the Grand Manor by CertainTeed.   
 

Chair McSwain stated that Grand Manor shingles in Gatehouse Slate by CertainTeed should be used. 

 
Commissioner Morris shared agreement.  

 
Commissioner Erquiaga stated that it is a fiberglass based shingle not an asphalt based shingle. 

 

Chair McSwain shared agreement and added that it is a multi-layered laminated shingle.  
 

The motion passed by the following vote: 
 

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

ABSTENTIONS:                       0 

ABSENT: Lifsey                    1 
 

c) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Morris): Request of Bob Bowen to add a rear porch 
and remove a chimney as part of extensive work at 109 Cabell Street. (HPC2102-

0002) 

  
Ms. Amy Burczyk from LG Flint General Contractors and Mr. Bob Bowen were present to represent the 

application.  
 

Ms. Burczyk stated that they are proposing to add a screened porch in the rear of the house, which will 
provide a second means of egress. There is currently only one way out of the house. The porch will have 
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a staircase from the kitchen to the ground. There is also a chimney, in poor condition, which they are 

proposing to remove and replace with the door. The porch will be finished with paint and roofing to 
match existing colors and materials.  

 
Mr. Bowen added that this project began because he wanted to add a second exit to the house. He feels 

that this is probably the most attractive way to accomplish that goal and stay within the historic 

guidelines. It also will not be visible from the front of the house.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that it will be visible from the side street. He has no problem with the egress 
or the porch. The chimney removal is fine as well because it is a secondary chimney and is not a 

contributing factor to the house. It also looks like it is in bad condition and is not being used. He asked 
what style gutters will be installed.  

 

Ms. Burczyk responded that they will match, as closely as possible, the existing gutters on the house. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that old houses should typically have half round gutters. If they were ever 
replaced they may not be the right gutter for the house. The gutters installed should be half round even 

if the other existing gutters are not. He has no issue with the porch other than the details. Houses like 

this would not have four (4) by four (4) posts and would not have rails like those on the front of the 
house. The existing front rails are not appropriate. A more substantial rail is needed. A porch like this 

would have columns with brick or block piers. The proposed porch is too contemporary, too standard. It 
needs more detail.   

 
Ms. Burczyk asked for clarification that Commissioner Morris is requesting brick piers or stucco columns. 

 

Commissioner Morris responded that the porch on 205 F Street would be a good example to look at. The 
front has brick piers and the back has stucco piers. It also has columns as opposed to four (4) by four (4) 

posts. He then asked for clarification that the porch would be screened.  
 

Ms. Burczyk responded that was correct. 

 
Commissioner Morris continued describing 205 F Street. He noted that square columns could be used for 

this porch to better fit the screens. The columns can be wood or composite but they need to be more 
substantial like a six (6) by six (6) or an eight (8) by eight (8) depending on the height of the porch. He 

reiterated that the Commission needs more details. Because this house is across from Point of Honor, it is 

in a very prominent location. It is also a nice house and it should not have a contemporary porch 
installed. Again, there is no issue with the layout, just the materials and lack of detail.      

 
Mr. Bowen asked if any additional details he submits will need to go to another meeting. 

 
Ms. Victoria Glasgow responded that the Commission can vote to postpone the item for submission of 

further details. Items going to the March 15th meeting need to be submitted by March 4th. 

 
Commissioner Morris made a motion to table the application for the submission of more detailed 

information. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Langseth. 
 

Mr. Bowen asked where he can find information regarding the ratio of the height of the porch to the size 

of the columns.  
 

Commissioner Morris responded that he can provide that information. 
 

The motion to table the item passed by the following vote: 
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AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, Langseth, McSwain, Morris, Spencer-Hester       6 

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                       0 

ABSENT: Lifsey                    1 
 

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

existing rear porch into a screened-in porch at 1306 Madison Street. (HPC2102-0003) 
  

Mr. Terry Keenhan was present to represent the application. At the last meeting he attended he had 
audio issues and was unable to contribute. Since then, he has more information. The rails and soffits are 

existing. The footprint will remain the same except for the walkway, which will be extended to provide a 
place to put plants. The rail is no longer needed at that location and will be on the walkway instead and 

at the height that is required. The roof line runs from the corner of the house to the corner where it is 

extended out. That roof on that side, which is an addition, has a tar backing. The roof there is getting to 
the end of its life so it will be replaced with tin, which is already on the upper part of the house. The tin 

will go all the way around creating continuity. The existing tin is red so this tin will also be red and will 
probably be installed by All Phase Roofing.     

 

Commissioner Morris asked if the location of the rail in the picture is where the porch will go. 
 

Mr. Keenhan responded that the picture shows the existing porch and in front of that is a walkway. It will 
be extended out to the walkway for the plants and the rail will be moved out in front of that piece. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked if the screened-in porch will have no rail. 

 

Mr. Keenhan responded that the porch will have horizontal rails but it won’t have vertical rails. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked what type of posts will be used and what the rail will look like. 
 

Mr. Keenhan responded that they will be engineered posts. The existing posts may need to be replaced 

since they are four (4) by four (4) and they should be six (6) by six (6). They will be treated wood. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that type of material is not appropriate for older houses. It would have had a 
column. Composite columns are allowed and they can be square. In terms of size, the columns can be six 

(6) or eight (8) inches wide as long as it is proportionate to the height of the porch. These are the type 

of details that are needed.  
 

Mr. Keenhan stated that the porch is on the rear and then asked if that is still required. 
 

Commissioner Morris responded that it is required. The materials that Mr. Keenhan is proposing are 
contemporary decking materials. A historic house needs to be more accurate. The screening does not 

have to be fancy but the columns have to be more substantial than a six (6) by six (6) post. 

 
Mr. Keenhan stated that the porch is an existing structure and what Commissioner Morris is describing is 

a new structure.  
 

Commissioner Morris responded that a new structure is being added with the addition of the screened-in 

porch. 
 

Mr. Keenhan stated that the footprint is identical. It is an existing structure that was built in 1977.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that Mr. Keenhan is adding a porch now. 
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Mr. Keenhan responded that he is adding a roof to an existing porch. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that adding a roof involves more structural elements than just the roof. 

 
Chair McSwain added that since the roof structure is new the material holding it up will be under work 

and thus requires review. That is why Commission Morris is recommending a more substantial column. 

 
Mr. Keenhan asked if the columns would need to be circular. 

 
Chair McSwain responded that Commissioner Morris already mentioned that the columns do not need to 

be rounded. 
 

Mr. Keenhan stated that his plan was for the posts to be square anyway and be made of treated wood so 

that it would withstand the weather. He asked if the objection is to the look of treated wood. He is not 
clear on how to move forward since he is really from the West Coast. 

 
Commissioner Morris responded that a composite column would be of a more cementitious fabric and 

would not rot or decay in the weather here. Composite columns are allowed and are widely sold. The 

drawing that was provided is too generic. There are no materials, measurements, or detailed images 
included. The Commission cannot make a judgement without that information. 

 
Mr. Keenhan asked if wood columns are allowed. 

 
Commissioner Morris responded that a wood column would be allowed. He reiterated that there is a 

difference between a column and a post.  

 
Mr. Keenhan asked for clarification that the Commission needs more details from him at this time. 

 
Commissioner Morris responded that is correct. 

 

Mr. Keenhan asked what exactly the Commission needs more details on. 
 

Commissioner Morris responded that one drawing would suffice if it included a cut section that showed 
the beam size, the column heights, the roof heights, and where the decking is. Everything could be 

labeled on that cut section. Other information to be included would be what the flooring is, what the 

columns are, what the construction of the rail is, what the top rail consists of, what the pickets are, how 
far they are spaced, and what the bottom rail is. All of that detail is needed to determine if the porch is 

compatible and if it meets the guidelines. He then asked Mr. Keenhan if he understood what a section is. 
 

Mr. Keenhan responded that he does understand what a section is but wasn’t aware that the Commission 
needed that much detail.  

 

Commissioner Morris stated that they do. He added that information regarding the decking is not needed 
since changes are not being made to it. He is also okay with the proposed roof since it is going to be the 

same pitch and length as the existing structure. He reiterated that the Commission needs details below 
the roof and above the decking, involving how the screened-in porch is going to be put together. 

 

Chair McSwain asked if a gutter system will be installed on the roof. 
 

Mr. Keenhan responded that there is no gutter on the existing section and he is not planning on putting 
gutters on the porch roof.  
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Commissioner Morris stated that if Mr. Keenhan wants to get gutters approved for future installation, he 

can include details on that in the section drawing. It is not required, just a suggestion.  
 

Mr. Keenhan stated that he would try to remember everything the Commission needs. 
 

Commissioner Morris listed further suggestions for the placement of the section drawing. He also noted 

that the existing rail is not appropriate. If it is removed, it should not be put somewhere else. 
 

Mr. Keenhan reiterated that this is the back of the building. He asked how historic the back of the 
building needs to be.  

 
Commissioner Morris responded that it does not matter if it is the back or the front of the building. The 

Commission reviews all sides of the building. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester stated that on the front of the house it looks like there is a turned rail 

system with a top rail and a bottom rail.  
 

Commissioner Morris clarified that Commissioner Spencer-Hester is not saying the front needs to be 

reproduced. She is saying that there is some sort of precedent of what’s on the house now. The back of 
the house does not have to match the front but it should be consistent somehow like in size or style. 

 
Mr. Keenhan stated he will need to submit pictures of the front of the house. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked who the advocate for this area is. 

 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow responded that the advocate is Chair McSwain. 
 

Chair McSwain stated that it is becoming more of a question of consistency of materials rather than a 
free for all of modern materials.  

 

Commissioner Morris stated that, as an architect, he can provide a typical section of a porch to Chair 
McSwain to show Mr. Keenhan. 

 
Ms. Glasgow stated that she would send Mr. Keenhan a list of what was discussed during the meeting. 

 

Discussion of price of the project ensued. 
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to table the application for the submission of more detailed 
information. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Horner. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if there is a door on the screened-in porch. 

 

Mr. Keenhan responded that there is a door. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked what type of door will be installed. 
  

Mr. Keenhan responded that he has not thought too much about it. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if it will be a wood door. 

 
Mr. Keenhan responded that everything is planned to be wood at this time. 

 
The motion to table the item passed by the following vote: 
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AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, Langseth, McSwain, Morris, Spencer-Hester       6 
NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                       0 
ABSENT: Lifsey                    1 

 

 
3. NEXT MEETING DAY: 

The next regular meeting is scheduled for March 15, 2021. 
 

4. ADJOURNMENT: 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:12 p.m. 

 

 
               

                 
ATTEST: ____________________________________ ATTEST: _________________________________ 

                              Secretary                                                        Chair 


