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Historic Preservation Commission 
Minutes of May 17, 2021 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 

Michael Erquiaga  

Shanda K. Horner  
Tracey Langseth 

Christopher McSwain, Chair 
Richard Morris, Vice Chair  

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, Commissioner Horner called the meeting to order at 4:01 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 Victoria Bartholomew, on 

behalf of Rachel Deddens & John Deddens, to replace a fence at 2135 Rivermont Ave. 
(HPC2104-0011) 

  
Ms. Victoria Bartholomew was present to represent the application. There is an existing four (4) foot 

wooden fence in the rear yard. It has some damage and she wants to replace the existing fence with a 

six (6) foot wooden fence for her large dog.    
 

Commissioner Horner 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, Spencer-Hester         5 

NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                      0 
ABSENT: Lifsey, Morris                   2 

 
b) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner McSwain): Request of Alex Richardson to 1) add a 

walkway, 2) add fencing, 3) add a retaining wall, and 4) pave a driveway at 1501 

Church St. (HPC2105-0002) 
 

Mr. Alex Richardson was present to represent the application. Work to the foundation and driveway area 
stopped because he put in a retention wall instead of the steps that were approved at an earlier date. 

The retention wall contours better with the building. Also, the original driveway plan did not make sense 
with the actual slope and an angled driveway was put in up to the pad. In the rear, there will be an 

entrance with a sidewalk as opposed to steps on the side. The original grading, to match the pictures 
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submitted, would put the roof nearly at the same level as the top of the hill, which does not make sense. 
This new proposal keeps the natural grade of the hill. In summary there will be a retention wall, angled 

driveway, and sidewalk in the rear. The other part of this application is to add fencing. The rear of the 
property is adjacent to an on-ramp and there is a lot of traffic. A fence will provide privacy and a buffer 

to traffic and noise. The area adjacent to the ramp would have a privacy fence and anything visible 

outside of the ramp area would be enclosed with a picket fence. He has also started planting shrubs and 
trees to hide the future privacy fence and retain the natural flow of the hill.    

 
Chair McSwain asked how many sections of picket fence there will be. 

 
Mr. Richardson responded that it will probably be six (6) sections of six (6) foot by eight (8) foot fence 

going down the hill. It would start at the corner of the house. The picket fence will only be on the sides. 

There will be crepe myrtle trees and other assorted shrubbery to obscure the fence.   
 

Commissioner Morris asked how the proposed driveway changes what was previously approved. 
 

Mr. Richardson responded that the foundation and the pad are identical to what was previously 

approved. The entryway into the carriage house is different. The slope of the previously approved 
entryway was too high. This proposal is to grade down, to a portion of Church Street that he is in the 

process of vacating, at an angle. This maintains the integrity of the hill. This also necessitated the 
addition of the retaining wall.     

 
Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the only thing that is changing is the wall. 

 

Mr. Richardson responded that the angled wall has changed but the original foundation wall that was 
approved is still there. The foundation wall is the straight part. The angled part has not been approved 

yet. The originally approved steps have been omitted and a sidewalk has been added. This provides a 
better terrain feel and look since it matches the existing slopes.   

 

Commissioner Morris asked which of the example fencing Mr. Richardson planned to use. 
 

Mr. Richardson responded that he wasn’t going to do a fence until the fall but will do work as contractors 
are available. The fence will be wooden and most likely painted white. 

 

Commissioner Morris stated that he is not sure if the Commission has approved a fence with lattice on 
top though he is not against it.  

 
Mr. Richardson responded that he used the example with the lattice on top because he was going to use 

a fence with a picket on top that matches the pickets on the side fence so it blends together and does 
not look like two (2) totally different fences.  

 

Commissioner Morris stated that would be too contrived. The picket fence would look fine with the lattice 
topped fence. A plain, solid fence with dog ears would also work. The lattice topped fence is a good-

looking fence.  
 

Commissioner Horner shared agreement and stated that she liked the lattice topped fence. It would look 

good in this location as well.  
 

Chair McSwain added that he has seen the lattice topped fence on Rivermont Avenue before.  
 

Commissioner Morris reiterated that the lattice topped fence would look fine with the picket fence.  
 

Mr. Richardson responded that he likes that fence so approval of it would be great. 
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Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the application as submitted. The motion was 

seconded by Commissioner Horner and 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 Spencer-Hester): Request of Josef Shalev to 
replace the front door at 1316 Pierce Street. (HPC2105-0003) 

  

Mr. Josef Shalev was present to represent the application. At a previous meeting, the Commission 
approved a door with one (1) panel instead of two (2). The estimate for that type of door was over 

$1,600.00 just for the door. The other doors in the neighborhood have two (2) panels.    
 

Commissioner Morris asked what kind of door he has now.   

 
Mr. Shalev displayed a picture of his existing door.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked what is wrong with the door. 

 
Mr. Shalev responded that the door is not square. He will have to add about an inch and a half on top 

and about an inch and a half on one side and two and a half (2.5) inches on the other at the bottom. The 

bottom panel is completely messed up. The middle panel is also damaged and is not original. The top 
right panel is plywood and the top left panel is about to fall off.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked if this is the original door.  

 

Mr. Shalev responded that he is not sure. This door was on the house when he bought it.    
 

Commissioner Morris asked what door he is proposing to install. 
 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow displayed the proposed door.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked what was approved previously. 

 
Mr. Shalev responded that the same door, with only one (1) panel at the bottom, was approved. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked for clarification how many panels Mr. Shalev is requesting. 

 

Mr. Shalev responded that he is requesting two (2) panels.  
 

Commissioner Horner asked why Mr. Shalev does not want to install a one (1) panel door. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that he has no problem with the two (2) panel door. He then asked if there 

were any other options.  
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if Mr. Shalev could get this door with a different light pattern. 
 

Commissioner Morris shared agreement and stated that Mr. Shalev’s existing door windows are not as big 
as the proposed door’s windows. It has more panel, less windows. The proposed door is not 

objectionable though. 
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Mr. Shalev stated that the Commission approved this door with one (1) panel previously.   

 
Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the proposed door was previously approved but with one 

(1) panel. 

 
Chair McSwain responded that was correct.  

 
Commissioner Morris stated that if that is the case, he has no objection to the door with two (2) panels. 

 
Commissioner Horner asked for clarification that the door was previously approved. 

 

Ms. Glasgow responded that the Commission granted a conditional approval for the door with one (1) 
panel at the bottom. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if Mr. Shalev had found a storm door that will work with the 

proposed door. 

 
Mr. Shalev responded that the storm door replacement had already been administratively approved. He is 

considering staining the proposed door and installing an open glass storm door in front of it. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester noted that there is a neighbor on the street with full glass storm doors.  
 

Mr. Shalev shared agreement and reiterated that he would like something similar. The proposed door will 

have a natural stain. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if the storm door will be white. 
 

Mr. Shalev responded that the storm door will be white. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester made a motion to approve the application as submitted. The motion 

was seconded by Commissioner Morris and passed by the following vote: 
 

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

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                      0 

ABSENT: Lifsey                     1 
 

3.   OLD BUSINESS: 
 

a) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Morris): Request of Kristina Brumme and William 

Woods to 1) install gutters and 2) replace windows at 301 Cabell Street. (HPC2103-
0002 

  
Ms. Kristina Brumme and William Woods were present to represent the application. They do not plan to 

pursue Pella Impervia fiberglass windows because the representative said the simulated divided light 

(SDL) profile is too narrow. The Andersen composite windows are wood fiber and a proprietary mix of 
fiberglass composite. They have an SDL profile that is the same as other simulated panes. If the 

Commission does not approve the fiberglass windows, they may use the clad windows from Pella 
Impervia as listed in the guidelines.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked for clarification regarding the fiberglass windows. 
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Ms. Brumme responded that the Andersen composite window is called Fibrex®. It is made of wood fiber, 
a polymer, and fiberglass. She reiterated that the Pella Impervia fiberglass windows were not compatible.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the Pella Impervia windows were not compatible. 

 

Ms. Brumme responded that she had provided information on Pella Impervia windows before speaking 
with the representative, who informed them that the SDL profile would not be appropriate in a historic 

district. If they use Pella Impervia windows, they will be wood or aluminum clad and not fiberglass. They 
are in the process of getting a quote from Andersen and need to know if the Fibrex® windows are an 

option since this material is not mentioned in the guidelines.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that he is not familiar with the Fibrex® windows. He noted that he went to 

their house and the windows that are there are not original to the house. They are probably from the 60s 
or 70s and are a mess. Replacement, in this case, is in order. He then asked if the fiberglass windows 

have been approved for other historic neighborhoods before.     
 

Ms. Brumme responded that the representative and contractor that came out from Andersen said the 

material has been used in other historic districts. The marketing materials also note that the fiberglass 
windows are more historically representative with the benefit of less maintenance and better 

environmental friendliness.  
 

Chair McSwain asked for clarification regarding the communication from other localities.  
 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow responded that the communication came from two (2) localities, Williamsburg and 

Fredericksburg, who have used composite before in their historic districts. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked if other pictures of the proposed window were available. He then asked why 
they did not want to install aluminum clad windows.   

 

Ms. Brumme responded that the fiberglass windows have better R- and U-values than the aluminum clad 
windows and they want to be environmentally efficient. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked if the existing windows are six (6) over six (6).  

 

Ms. Brumme responded that was correct and that they could duplicate the six (6) over six (6) with the 
fiberglass windows.  

 
Commissioner Morris stated that it has to be SDL. 

 
Ms. Brumme responded that’s what it is. 

 

Commissioner Morris stated that he is not comfortable approving the window without seeing it. The 
picture is not enough. He then asked when they plan on installing the new windows.  

 
Ms. Brumme responded that they would like to get started immediately due to safety concerns. 

 

Commissioner Morris stated that he wants to see what the profile of the window looks like. He then asked 
why they chose Andersen and Pella windows as their main options. 

 
Ms. Brumme responded that they chose Andersen and Pella due to their reputation and product 

guarantees. She then offered to reach out to the Andersen representative for more specific materials. 
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Commissioner Morris stated that if the Commission is comfortable with approving an Andersen 
replacement and letting him pick it out, in conjunction with the owners, then he can do that. This is a 

nice house, in a prominent area of Cabell Street so the windows need to look good. He noted that there 
are other options instead of Andersen or Pella windows. 

 

Ms. Glasgow noted that the commission must make a decision on the application today due to the sixty 
(60) day review limit. 

 
Commissioner Morris reiterated that the Commission should approve an Andersen replacement window 

with the stipulation that the advocate chooses the specific window. 
 

Commissioner Horner made a motion to approve Andersen replacement windows with the 

stipulation that the advocate chooses the specific window.  
 

Ms. Brumme asked if it would still be acceptable if they chose to do Pella windows, which would be wood 
or aluminum clad, instead of the Andersen windows.  

 

Chair McSwain responded that it would still be acceptable. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester stated that she would be comfortable if Commissioner Morris made the 
decision. 

 
Chair McSwain and Commissioner Horner shared agreement.  

 

Commissioner Morris asked if they would be okay with aluminum clad replacement windows. 
 

Ms. Brumme reiterated that they would be okay with aluminum clad. The appeal of the Andersen 
windows is the Fibrex® composite window that has improved energy efficiency. They want the windows 

to look good, especially in consideration of the location of the house, but also to have longevity.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked what color the windows will be. 

 
Ms. Brumme responded that the replacements will have a white frame and white windows. 

 

Commissioner Horner revised the motion to approve replacement windows with the stipulation 
that the advocate chooses the specific window. The motion was seconded by Commissioner 

Langseth and passed by the following vote: 
 

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

ABSTENTIONS:                      0 

ABSENT: Lifsey, Morris                   2 
 

b) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Horner): Request of Casey Servis, on behalf of Tony 
West of Across the Bridge LLC, to install windows at 421 Rivermont Avenue. 

(HPC2104-0001) 

  
Mr. Casey Servis was present to represent the application. This application previously came before the 

Commission but was tabled for more information. He found a historic photograph that shows that the 
blocked-in windows were windows but does not show what the pattern was. The angle the photograph 

was taken from is not optimal. The best that can be done is to match aspects of the windows that still 
exist. He and Commissioner Horner reached out to contacts at the Jones Memorial Library and they 

confirmed that there are no additional photographs that show the windows in their collections. The 
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elevations were updated to match the number of lights to the steel sash windows. A Pella architectural 
series will be used so that all of the smaller muntins will match the steel sash that is there in profile. The 

larger frame members between the windows will be thicker.         
 

Commissioner Horner asked if Mr. Servis had reached out to Boyd Aluminum, a company that makes 

windows with a hopper function.  
 

Mr. Servis responded that he called and left a message but has not heard back.  
 

Commissioner Horner asked if one of the photographs showed hopper windows. 
 

Mr. Servis responded that the hopper window that is shown is an existing window. The steel sash 

windows that are still present are in the taller, back of house space. It is not certain that they all 
matched. 

 
Commissioner Horner asked if the Commission was required to act today.  

 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow responded that a decision must be made due to the sixty (60) day review limit.  
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked about the windows in the rear.   
 

Mr. Servis responded that the rear windows are existing. They will remain and will be repaired. The 
blocked-in windows on the side elevation are the ones that will be reopened but there are no clear 

photographs of them. Some exploratory demolition was done from the inside but there is nothing to 

recover. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if the window openings are the same size as any other existing 
openings. 

 

Mr. Servis responded that it is very close in size to the steel sash windows in the back.  
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if the building was always a theater. 
 

Mr. Servis responded that it was built as a theater.  

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked what portion of the theater the blocked-in windows are in. 

 
Mr. Servis responded that the taller portion was the stage and the other portion was the seating.  

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if there would have been windows there. 

 

Mr. Servis responded that the photograph shows there were windows. He then explained the photograph 
of the proposed windows. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked how the windows will open. 

 

Mr. Servis responded that the bottom two (2) rows of lights will be an awning window that pushes out.  
 

Chair McSwain asked if the top three rows will be stationary. 
 

Mr. Servis responded that they will be. 
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Commissioner Horner 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, Langseth, McSwain, Spencer-Hester         5 

NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                      0 
ABSENT: Lifsey, Morris                   2 

 
4.   Discussion: 

 
a) Updates to the HPC Contractors’ List 

  

Ms. Victoria Glasgow provided a summary to the Commission. The contractors’ list is something the 
Commission put together a few years ago. It is given to people when they want information on who to 

use in the area since City staff cannot make recommendations. Complaints were received regarding the 
list being out of date since some of the businesses were no longer operating or their contact information 

had changed. Updates were made where possible but now the list is rather sparse. She then asked the 

Commission to gather businesses or individuals to be added to the list.  
 

Chair McSwain tasked the Commissioners with providing at least five (5) businesses or individuals to be 
added to the list.  

 
Ms. Glasgow responded that would be helpful.  

 

Chair McSwain asked Ms. Glasgow to send the list and the task to the Commissioners in an email. He 
then added that the information should be sent to Ms. Glasgow by June 14 so that a status update could 

be given at the next meeting on June 21.   
 

5.   NEXT MEETING DAY: 

The next regular meeting is scheduled for June 21, 2021. 
 

6.   ADJOURNMENT: 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:02 p.m. 

 

 
               

                 
ATTEST: ____________________________________ ATTEST: _________________________________ 

                              Secretary                                                        Chair 


