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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
Regular Scheduled Meeting 

Tuesday, February 7, 2023 – 6:00 PM 

 
 

I. Opening of the meeting 

II. Invocation 

o A moment of silence was taken. 

III. Roll Call 

o Staff took a silent roll call.  All members were present except for Marian Booth. 

IV. Approval of Minutes – Tuesday, January 3, 2023 

o Chair Stallings asked if anyone had any changes or corrections to the minutes. There were none.  

o Chair Stallings asked for a motion to approve the minutes.  

 Kasey Stone made the motion to approve the January 3, 2023 minutes. Bettye Nichols 
seconded the motion. All members voted, 6 in favor and 0 opposed. The minutes were 
approved. 

 
 Record of the vote: 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
X  Elizabeth Stallings  
X  Beth Casey  
--- --- Marian Booth  
X  Kasey Stone Made the Motion 
X  John Carbone  
X  Bettye Nichols 2nd the Motion 
X  Mark Frederick  

V. Old Business 

o Staff swore in Bernice Tetterton and Ronny Cottle.  

1. A potential reconsideration of a request made by Clinton & Bernice Tetterton, owners of 315 N Bonner 
St, for a Certificate of Appropriateness to raise the roof by 5 feet for the rear section of the house that 
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was approved at the December 6, 2022 HPC meeting. The project has been modified to add a second 
floor to the rear section of the house. 

o Staff, first you need to decide if you need to rehear the case.  

o Ms. Stone, so we need to decide if this is just a modification or if we think this is a new request.  

o Chair Stallings, there is an explanation and pictures in the packet. (Other comments inaudible.) 

o Dr. Carbone, the height and the window are the only differences. Chair Stallings, they are adding 
a new floor. Dr. Carbone, that’s internal. That wouldn’t be seen. Chair Stallings, so yes the window 
itself would be relocated. Dr. Carbone, we don’t have jurisdiction over what’s inside. From the 
public thoroughfare, the only difference is the window and the height. Chair Stallings, right, they 
will be replacing the window and there will be a three-foot height difference.  

o Mr. Frederick, they’re basically just adding two feet to the original plan to make it a full 
functioning space.  

o Ms. Stone, the front page of our packet says adding two feet, but they want three feet according 
to the request. It says it needs to be eight feet tall. I wouldn’t think eight feet would allow that to 
be a usable space.  

o Mr. Frederick, originally it was being raised to make additional space for a walk-in closet.  

o Ms. Stone, we approved it to go five feet higher. If they want it to be eight feet, then we need to 
allow at least three more feet. It’s more than just two feet.  

o Chair Stallings, if you look at the motions we can say if these new modifications are significant 
enough to warrant a new public hearing or that we find this is still congruous with what we 
approved. In making this determination can we ask the applicant questions? Staff, sure.  

o Ms. Stone, my question is exactly how much height do you need at the peak? We approved five 
feet. Do you need another three feet or do you need more? Ms. Tetterton, he did a drawing for 
me. In the center part it was already four feet. He really didn’t raise it but about 3.5 feet according 
to what you said he could raise it. I didn’t have a floor in there. When they put the floor in they 
raised it to be the same as the second level. I wouldn’t have been able to walk in it if I didn’t have 
a floor.  

o Ms. Stone, from the floor to the highest point, how tall will that be? Ms. Tetterton, he said it 
would be 7.5 feet.  

o Chair Stallings, the pictures have also given us an illustration of where the windows are going to 
be.  

o Ms. Tetterton, the window was on the back of the house. When I raised it would have been on 
the inside. My thought was to take it and put it on the back of the house. I thought the floor and 
the window would just be part of the project, but the inspector stopped the project and told me 
he wasn’t going to pass it and to take everything down.  

o Ms. Stone, I have a question for Staff. If we find this should be a new request, can we do it tonight? 
Staff, yes, but you would need to open it up for a public hearing. It has been advertised so public 
notice has been given. 

o Ms. Stone, I think we should treat it as a new request as long as we can have it tonight and it 
won’t stop her construction.  

o Chair Stallings asked for a motion. 
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 Kasey Stone made a motion for the Historic Preservation Commission to find that the 
modifications to the original application are significant enough to warrant a new public 
hearing. Seeing that the surrounding property owners have already been notified, I further 
move that the Commission proceed with holding a new public hearing following this motion 
tonight. John Carbone seconded the motion. All members voted, 6 in favor and 0 opposed. 
The minutes were approved. 

 
 Record of the vote: 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
X  Elizabeth Stallings  
X  Beth Casey  
--- --- Marian Booth  
X  Kasey Stone Made the Motion 
X  John Carbone 2nd the Motion 
X  Bettye Nichols  
X  Mark Frederick  

 

o Chair Stallings, we have the information in the packet and the explanation from Ms. Tetterton to 
move forward with.  

o Ms. Stone, I’ve never dealt with adding a story. It’s not on the front of the house 

o Mr. Frederick, it’s not on the front of the house. It’s really just additional material. It’s just 
adding height. It’s in line with the original roofline. (Other comments inaudible.) 

o Dr. Carbone, I want to suggest the Commission not get bogged down with the word story. That’s 
just the interior. We don’t really know what goes on inside. The footage is more important than 
how many stories are stuffed in there. If we’ve decided that we would grant five feet and now 
they’re asking for eight feet, the question is, with the information we have, are we willing to go 
three more feet? That’s really what it boils down to.  

o Mr. Frederick, the materials haven’t changed. 

o Ms. Tetterton, they said they didn’t have the materials in the building permit. They didn’t know 
what you all agreed on. I think my mistake is I gave them the layout first. I think when they gave 
me the permit, they gave it to me on what they had in the file. I hadn’t had the meeting with 
you and they already had that in there. I thought the floor came with raising the roof. 

o Chair Stallings, anything that we decide will be contingent upon a building permit and plans 
provided to the building inspector. 

o Chair Stallings opened the public hearing. 

o Staff swore in Gene Godley of 319 N Bonner St.  

o Mr. Godley, I have a few complaints. First, I was told that it was to be raised two feet. What I 
saw going up was totally different. I saw a floor and framework for windows and doors. It looks 
like an addition. That would affect the quality of air going to my house. I burn wood and I get 
airflow across the houses. Those houses were constructed so that the people burning wood 
could get the quality of air they needed so they wouldn’t experience backdraft. Backdraft is 
when the wind shifts and comes down the chimney and floods your house with smoke. A 
continual updraft pulls the air out and gives you heat. Aside from that, if this were to go up it 
would completely block the side of my house. I enjoy looking at the historic buildings from 3rd 
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Street coming in. I came to this area in 2013. One of the things that attracted me to the area 
was the housing and the historic view.  

o Chair Stallings, so your feelings are that this construction would impact your home? Mr. Godley, 
yes.  

o Mr. Godley, besides that, when you put a roof on top of it where is all the extra water going to 
go? I’m adjacent and it has nowhere to go but on me. I don’t have drainage to swallow up all 
that water.  

o Chair Stallings, when we originally entertained this request in December was this something 
that was of concern then? Mr. Godley, yes it was a concern then, but I didn’t make the meeting 
because I was feeling bad.  

o Ms. Casey, I see your address is listed as 253 Latham Drive in Washington. Are you living in the 
home on Bonner? Mr. Godley, that’s my son’s address. I have lived at 319 N Bonner since 2013.  

o Mr. Frederick, the existing roof has gutters. If the new roof has gutters, are you worried about 
the downspout? It probably wouldn’t change the way it is now. It’s the same amount of roof 
area with a gutter and a downspout. Mr. Godley, it would restrict my airflow and the quality of 
air coming in off the waterfront. I truly enjoy that when I’m in the backyard.  

o Ms. Casey, unfortunately, I don’t think we can make any decision based on this situation. It is 
her property and she is at liberty to do what she needs to do for her home. We approved it in 
December and didn’t hear your concerns then.  

o Mr. Godley, what did you approve in December? Chair Stallings, we approved the five-foot 
elevation. Mr. Godley, I wasn’t told that. I thought it was two feet.  

o Ms. Stone, what was approved in December was to move the existing roof up five feet.  

o Chair Stallings, this is just going up another three feet and repositioning the window.  

o Mr. Frederick, our jurisdiction is materials and aesthetics. We really can’t address your other 
concerns.  

o Ms. Casey, we would hope, as neighbors, you could work something out about the water 
coming off the roof. That might just require some gutters.  

o Ms. Tetterton, I do have gutters all the way around my house. His house is already higher than 
mine. His roof is taller than mine. As far as blocking his air, I could say the same thing. His roof is 
taller. 

o Mr. Godley, no, I think your roof is taller than my roof.  

o Ms. Tetterton, no, your roof is taller than mine. When he took the picture, you could see your 
roof over mine. Your roof is higher than mine, 

o Ms. Casey, we would ask that you discuss that privately. 

o Chair Stallings, we appreciate you sharing your concerns.  

o Chair Stallings asked for a motion.  

 John Carbone made a motion Historic Preservation Commission grant a Certificate of 
Appropriateness to Clinton & Bernice Tetterton to make the above changes on the property 
located at 315 N Bonner Street. The motion is based on the following Findings of Facts: the 
application is congruous with the Historic Preservation Commission Design Standards 
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specifically, 3.1 – Exterior Walls, 3.2 – Materials, 3.5 – Roof, 3.9 – Rear Elevations, 5.2 – 
Residential Construction, 5.3 – Additions and the fact that this has been heard by the 
Commission in almost identical form. Mark Frederick seconded the motion. All members 
voted, 6 in favor and 0 opposed. The motion passed. 

 
 Record of the vote: 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
X  Elizabeth Stallings  
X  Beth Casey  
--- --- Marian Booth  
X  Kasey Stone  
X  John Carbone Made the Motion 
X  Bettye Nichols  
X  Mark Frederick 2nd the Motion 

 

VI. Certificate of Appropriateness 

A. Major Works 

o Chair Stallings, two of our Commission members are on the adjacent property owners’ list for 
the next item. Does either of you feel that you need to recuse yourselves? 

o Dr. Carbone, neither of our properties adjoins the property in question. We can see it, but we do 
not adjoin the property directly.  

o Chair Stallings, and you were notified of this and had the opportunity to make the assessment? 
Dr. Carbone & Ms. Stone, yes.  

o Chair Stallings, so no one feels they need to recuse themselves? Dr. Carbone & Ms. Stone, no.  

1. A request has been made by Ronny & Joan Cottle, owners of 209 E Main St, for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for a 6’ wooden privacy fence around the backyard. 

o Mr. Cottle, we have requested to build a privacy fence around the back of our home. There is 
already a privacy fence on the east side and the backside. There is not one on the west side. My 
intention is to run a fence down both sides and most likely not across the back.  

o Chair Stallings, is the fence that is currently there your fence? Mr. Cottle, no we removed a chain-
link fence that was on the property. The fence that is currently there is Ms. Coley’s fence. It is not 
on the property line. It is set back due to a large oak tree. It is probably three feet inside her 
property line. Our intention on the east side is to install a new fence that would delineate the 
property and to put one on the west side. 

o Chair Stallings, is the back of your property facing the water? Mr. Cottle, the back of our property 
is facing the water.  

o Chair Stallings, what kind of a view do you have? Mr. Cottle, we don’t have a view of the water. 
Everything is obstructed.  

o Mr. Frederick, will there be a space between the two fences? Mr. Cottle, there will be a space. 
Being good neighbors, we do try to maintain that area. There will be about a three-foot section in 
between. It has been landscaped with some rock.  

o Ms. Stone, it will be a wooden dog-eared fence? Mr. Cottle, yes, it will be a normal privacy fence.   
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o Ms. Nichols, and you’re just doing it on the sides? Mr. Cottle, yes, there is currently about a four-
foot picket fence along the back. 

o Chair Stallings opened the public hearing. There were no comments. 

o Chair Stallings closed the public hearing and brought it back to the table.  

o Chair Stallings, the issue being that privacy fences exceeding four feet shall not be allowed inside 
of rear yards south of Main Street. What we are considering is the fact that we do not have an 
unobstructed view of the water.  

o Ms. Stone, the only way you would be able to see the water from their lot is if the garage and 230-
year-old house behind it were knocked down. Mr. Cottle, and then we would see the estuarium. 
Ms. Stone, the view is already blocked. The only thing new would be the fence on the west side. 
There is no water on the west side.  

o Chair Stallings asked for a motion.  

 Kasey Stone made a motion that the Historic Preservation Commission grant a Certificate of 
Appropriateness to Ronny & Joan Cottle to make the above changes on the property located 
at 209 E Main Street. The motion is based on the following Findings of Facts: the application 
is congruous with the Historic Preservation Commission Design Standards specifically, 4.6 – 
Fences and Walls in consideration that the fence would not block any views to the 
waterway. Beth Casey seconded the motion.  All present voted, 4 in favor and 0 opposed. 
The motion passed. 

 
 Record of the vote:  

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
X  Elizabeth Stallings  
X  Beth Casey 2nd the Motion 
--- --- Marian Booth  
X  Kasey Stone Made the Motion 
X  John Carbone  
X  Bettye Nichols  
X  Mark Frederick  

2. A request has been made by James Hollis, for the owners of 411 W Main St, for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness to Install a backup generator with a louvered enclosure approximately 12’W x 
18’L x 10’H in the front of the building. 

o Staff swore in James Hollis. 

o Mr. Hollis, what we are trying to do is put a generator in for 409 and 411 W Main Street. We have 
been told we can put it on the water side. We prefer to put it on the street side because of the 
elevation difference. If we put it on the water side, behind the building, we would have to have it 
up really high. Mr. Richardson did a survey for us a couple of weeks ago and put a benchmark as 
to where the flood mark is. It would have to probably be 12-15 feet high on the water side. We 
want to locate it in the front up on a hill. We want to build a louvered enclosure around it.   

o Mr. Frederick, do you get a six-foot elevation gain going from the water to the street side? I know 
that FEMA has certain requirements. Mr. Hollis, I’ve got the six-foot benchmark established and I 
have to be 1 foot above that.  

o Mr. Frederick, (inaudible). Mr. Hollis, I have a copy of the elevation permit.  
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o Mr. Frederick, is this generator going to be supplying those two buildings there? Mr. Hollis, yes it 
will be supplying the 409 and 411 buildings plus our docks. We’re putting in new boat docks with 
lifts. It will be supplying all of that. Mr. Frederick, full load? Mr. Hollis, yes, full load.  

o Ms. Nichols, this generator is massive. How large is the platform? Mr. Hollis, the generator itself 
is 4’x12’x6’. 

o Mr. Frederick, (inaudible).  

o Chair Stallings, you have to have a clearance.  

o Ms. Stone, you want to build the enclosure 10’ tall? Mr. Hollis, that would be the maximum if we 
can do it in the front. I have to build the platform about three feet tall to sit the generator on. 
That would put the top of the generator at nine feet. We wanted to go one more foot so that the 
generator would totally be covered and you wouldn’t see if from the street.  

o Chair Stallings, how much would you have to raise it if it were in the back? Mr. Hollis, the lot slopes 
down so we would probably have to raise it another four feet at least.  

o Mr. Frederick, is there enough room to landscape around it? Mr. Hollis, yes. 

o Chair Stallings, is that your plan to also use some type of shrub to hide it? Mr. Hollis, if that’s what 
we have to do. 

o Dr. Carbone, that is an industrial site, albeit a historic industrial site. Rather than make it look like 
a manicured English garden, I think the louvered enclosure is quite attractive. Mr. Frederick, it’s 
pretty benign.  

o Ms. Casey, if we look at the design standards it says that it should be screened with shrubbery or 
appropriate fencing. I’m interpreting that as they have the option.  

o Chair Stallings opened the public hearing. There were no comments. 

o Chair Stallings closed the public hearing and brought it back to the table.  

o Dr. Carbone, do we have any jurisdiction over noise? Chair Stallings, I don’t think so. Ours is design 
and materials.  

o Mr. Frederick, are you going to do test runs at any certain intervals? Mr. Hollis, we can set the 
maintenance schedule to be whatever we want. It would come on for maybe five minutes a week.  

o Staff, noise would fall under the nuisance ordinance with code enforcement.  

o Mr. Frederick, so did we want to add a condition as far as screening goes?  

o Ms. Stone, I feel like what they are building is screening.  

o Chair Stallings, but it’s a structure. It’s a new structure. I guess the intent of the Standards is that 
if there is something being put there that wasn’t there originally you can hide it. 

o Mr. Hollis, also, this structure will not have a top on it. It will just be the four walls. 

o Chair Stallings asked for a motion.  

 Bettye Nichols made a motion that the Historic Preservation Commission grant a Certificate 
of Appropriateness to James Hollis to make the above changes on the property located at 
411 West Main Street. The motion is based on the following Findings of Facts: the 
application is congruous with the Historic Preservation Commission Design Standards 
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specifically, 3.14 – Mechanical and Communication System. Beth Casey seconded the 
motion.  All present voted, 6 in favor and 0 opposed. The motion passed. 

 
 Record of the vote:  

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
X  Elizabeth Stallings  
X  Beth Casey 2nd the Motion 
--- --- Marian Booth  
X  Kasey Stone  
X  John Carbone  
X  Bettye Nichols Made the Motion 
X  Mark Frederick  

B. Minor Works 

o No Commission action is required.  

VII. Other Business 

o Ms. Nichols, I have just a general observation. There is wonderful renovation going on throughout 
the historic district. There is one house in particular, 236 E Main St, that seems to have building 
work going on and I don’t remember seeing anything. The whole front porch is being done. The 
columns have been removed from the front porch. There is major renovation going on.  

o Staf, the COA’s that have been submitted for that house are all minor works. It was to remove 
and replace the siding and windows. The application was that they were going to remove and 
replace with wood windows. That classified it as a minor work. All the applications that have been 
submitted have been minor works so far.  

o Ms. Nichols, what about the porch? Staff, they’re not changing the layout of the porch. What they 
have communicated and submitted is that they are doing repairs. This has been ongoing for HPC 
and for the inspections department. They do have permits. They have submitted a COA 
application. It is just a long process for that project.  

o Ms. Stone, I think it should be on record that they have removed all of the original columns. I’m 
pretty sure they have all been thrown away. They have completely rebuilt the roof of the existing 
front porch. In my opinion, what they are doing is much more than minor work. I am literally next 
door and I have never received notification of the work being done there.  

o Chair Stallings, what do we do in a case like this? Does someone go out and visit them? 

o Staff, yes, it has been paused a number of times for different reasons.   

o Ms. Stone, they’re working every day. It has been off and on, but since the first of the year it has 
been consistently every day.  

o Chair Stallings, will we have some type of activity before the next meeting that we can follow up 
on? 

o Staff, I will circle around with building inspections and see what they’ve got on it and make sure 
that we are both looking at it from the same lens.  

VIII. Adjourn 

1. There being no other business, Chair Stallings asked for a motion to adjourn the meeting.   
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 Mark Frederick made a motion to adjourn. Kasey Stone seconded the motion.  All members 
voted, 6 in favor and 0 opposed.  The meeting was adjourned.   

 Record of the vote: 

 

 
YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Elizabeth Stallings  
X  Beth Casey  
X  Marian Booth  
X  Kasey Stone 2nd the Motion 
X  John Carbone  
X  Bettye Nichols  
X  Mark Frederick Made the Motion 


