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Historic Preservation Commission 

Minutes of March 15, 2021 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Michael Erquiaga  

Shanda K. Horner  

Tracey Langseth 
Christopher McSwain, Chair 

Richard Morris 
 

MEMBERS ABSENT: 
Emmett Lifsey  

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 4:30 p.m.   

 
1.  CONSENT AGENDA: 

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

consent agenda, which passed by a unanimous vote. 

 
2.   NEW BUSINESS: 

 
a) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Morris): Request of James Talian, on behalf of the 

City of Lynchburg, to install stamped brick asphalt across the entrance to Riverside 

Park at 2242 Rivermont Avenue. (HPC2102-0005) 
  

Mr. James Talian was present to represent the application. The City of Lynchburg is doing work on Main 
Street and part of that work includes brick crosswalks. The City has used one firm in the past but is now 

considering a second, alternate firm. The alternate firm has offered to install a free sample crosswalk. 

The City would like to test the sample crosswalk at the entrance to Riverside Park on Rivermont Avenue. 
The crosswalk is proposed to be eight (8) feet wide with simple bricks in a burnt red color. It would run 

curb to curb but would not necessarily intersect the center island. The exact dimensions have not been 
determined at this time.     

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

seconded by Commissioner Langseth and passed by the following vote: 

 
AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, Langseth, McSwain             4 

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS: Morris                    1 

ABSENT: Lifsey, Spencer-Hester                2 

 
b) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Morris): Request of David Bohn to remove the 

northeast chimney at 2110 Rivermont Avenue. (HPC2102-0007) 
  

Mr. David Bohn was present to represent the application. He requested to remove the northeast chimney. 
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Commissioner Erquiaga asked why he wanted to remove the chimney. 

 
Mr. Bohn responded that the northeast chimney is not a prominent feature of the house. All of the 

chimneys on the house need to be rebuilt and he would prefer to only have to rebuild three (3) instead of 
four (4). 

 

Commissioner Erquiaga stated that he does not feel comfortable approving the removal of the chimney 
based on what has been presented. 

 
Commissioner Erquiaga made a motion to deny the application as submitted. The motion was 

seconded by Commissioner Horner. 
 

Mr. Bohn stated that in 2018 the removal of the chimney at 2021 Rivermont Avenue was approved. That 

chimney appeared to be more conspicuous than the chimney he is requesting to remove now. 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga responded that requests are handled on a case by case basis. He was not on the 
Commission at that time and cannot speak on the specifics of that case. He added that the Commission is 

tasked with maintaining and preserving what is in place when feasible.   

 
Mr. Bohn asked if any of the other Commissioners were on the Commission in 2018. 

 
Chair McSwain responded that a few of them were on the Commission at that time but as previously 

stated, each application is handled individually. 
 

Mr. Bohn asked if any effort is made to be uniform in the decision making process. 

 
Commissioner Erquiaga reiterated that each application is handled on a case by case basis. 

 
Commissioner Horner added that the Commission follows the guidelines and in this case the guidelines 

state that chimneys should not be removed or altered if they’re architecturally significant. 

 
Mr. Bohn stated that the chimney approved for removal in 2018 was significantly more visible. He added 

that he is trying to understand if there is a consistent application of the guidelines.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked if the chimney to be removed is visible from anywhere.  

 
Mr. Bohn responded that it is visible from the street if there are no leaves on the tree.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked if the chimneys are all the same height. 

 
Mr. Bohn responded that this chimney is not as tall as the others. The front one has an extension. The 

functional chimney will remain but the one to be removed is non-functional.   

 
Commissioner Morris asked how big this chimney is compared to the front chimneys. 

 
Mr. Bohn responded that the rear chimney is about sixty (60) percent wider. 

 

Commissioner Morris asked why he wants to remove the chimney. 
 

Mr. Bohn responded that the chimney is in danger of collapsing. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that he does not feel that removing the chimney is an issue. There is no 
ornamentation on it like on the chimneys in the front. The two (2) front chimneys really define the house. 
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The caps on those chimneys are not appropriate though. The rear chimney is not really visible and in this 

case is not a defining feature of the house. 
 

Chair McSwain asked if the roof will need to be reworked if the chimney is removed.  
 

Mr. Bohn responded that the chimney will be taken down to the flashing and then capped. 

 
The motion failed by the following vote: 

 
AYES: Erquiaga, Horner                  2 

NOES: Langseth, McSwain, Morris               3 
ABSTENTIONS:                       0 

ABSENT: Lifsey, Spencer-Hester                2 

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

seconded by Commissioner Langseth. The motion passed by the following vote: 
 

AYES: Langseth, McSwain, Morris               3 

NOES: Erquiaga, Horner                  2 
ABSTENTIONS:                       0 

ABSENT: Lifsey, Spencer-Hester                2 
 

c) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Morris): Request of Sharon Wheeler to remove an 
unoriginal side window at 2236 Rivermont Avenue. (HPC2102-0010) 

  

Ms. Sharon Wheeler was present to represent the application. A small window, that is not original to the 
house, will be removed. The bathroom is being remodeled and the window is right over the bathtub. It 

has wood molding and is a concern to be in an area with a lot of moisture. They have lived in the house 
for ten (10) years and the window was there when they moved in. They aren’t sure when it was installed 

but the window is not present in a picture of the house from 1930. Removing the window will also restore 

the symmetry of the original design.    
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the application as submitted. The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Erquiaga and passed by the following vote: 

 

AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, Langseth, McSwain, Morris           5 
NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                       0 
ABSENT: Lifsey, Spencer-Hester                2 

 
3.   OLD BUSINESS: 

 

a) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Morris): Request of Bob Bowen to do extensive 
work at 109 Cabell Street. (HPC2102-0002) 

  
Mr. Bob Bowen was present to represent the application. The application was previously tabled due to 

concerns that the porch looked too modern. Since then, he observed Commissioner Morris’ porch and 

liked the design so much that he changed his own porch design to look very similar. Some of the changes 
include brick piers to match the foundation and modified columns and railings. This design is a distinct 

improvement over the previous one.       
 

Commissioner Horner made a motion to approve the application as submitted. The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Erquiaga. 
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Commissioner Morris stated that everything looks fine with the exception of the top rail, which should 
have more heft to it.  

 
Ms. Amy Burczyk, from LG Flint General Contractors, responded that the railings will be custom made and 

will be three and a quarter (3.25) inches wide. She asked what width the railings should be instead.  

  
Commissioner Morris stated that when he says “heft” he usually means the height. Something would 

need to be added below the rail. The three and a quarter (3.25) inches may be okay since it is a back 
porch and not a front porch.   

 
Ms. Burczyk responded that the dimension of the rail itself is an inch and an eighth (1.125) tall but the 

trim piece below it is another inch. In total it is two and an eighth (2.125) inches tall.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked if the trim piece could be made to be two (2) inches. 

 
Ms. Burczyk responded that is an option.  

 

Commissioner Morris noted that there may need to be some sort of support for the bottom rail to prevent 
it from sagging.  

 
Commissioner Horner amended the motion to include the recommendations of Commissioner 

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

 

AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, Langseth, McSwain, Morris           5 
NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                       0 
ABSENT: Lifsey, Spencer-Hester                2 

 

b) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner McSwain): Request of Peter Terry Keenhan and 
Sarah Bruce to turn the existing rear porch into a screened-in porch at 1306 Madison 

Street. (HPC2102-0003) 
  

Mr. Terry Keenhan was present to represent the application. In the previous meeting, there were a lot of 

questions concerning what was in the original application, which were colors and materials to match as 
well as a roof to match the existing roofline. The intent, the entire time, was to make this match as much 

as possible the front. According to the guidelines, this is not the primary façade so a lot of the questions 
concerning materials were confusing in their relevance. He has supplied a sketch, which is not a section 

but is instead a scratch to better show three dimensions. This application follows the guidelines for 
screened-in porches, which do not require rails unless for safety reasons and if it is a certain distance 

above the ground. Rails will be installed on the one side where it is about two and a half (2.5) feet above 

ground. The scratch should also clear up any confusion regarding the roofline. The roof itself will be tin, 
which is historically accurate for the neighborhood. The existing roof, which is aging, will be converted to 

tin also and will create a cohesive look. A half round gutter will be installed on the back but not on the 
side due to the proximity of the neighbors. The soffits on the back of the house will be matched. The 

back is different from the side, creating a distinction. The overhang sticks out about ten to twelve (10-12) 

inches on the back but only six (6) inches on the side. He and his wife have lived in the area for a while 
and have concerns with inconsistencies in certain historic buildings. They do not agree with some of the 

work done on nearby houses but believe that this application follows all of the guidelines and will match 
what exists. They do not want to specify the materials that they will be using, even though that was 

requested, because they will be painting and that is something that should be requested for the primary 
façade. 



5 

 

 

Commissioner Morris asked what part of the railing will be new. 
 

Mr. Keenhan responded that there will be a rail all around the structure. The pickets will be only on one 
side though. 

 

Commissioner Morris asked if it is an existing rail. 
 

Mr. Keenhan responded that there is an existing rail now but new posts will be installed so it will be 
easier to install a new rail as well.  

 
Commissioner Morris stated that the railing system that exists now is not appropriate for the house.  

 

Mr. Keenhan responded that he is willing to match the rails on the front.   
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the application as submitted. The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Langseth and passed by the following vote: 

 

AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, Langseth, McSwain, Morris           5 
NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                       0 
ABSENT: Lifsey, Spencer-Hester                2 

 
4.   NEXT MEETING DAY: 

The next regular meeting is scheduled for April 19, 2021. 

 
5.   ADJOURNMENT: 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:20p.m. 
 

 

               
                 

ATTEST: ____________________________________ ATTEST: _________________________________ 
                              Secretary                                                        Chair 


