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WASHINGTON HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

Regular Scheduled Meeting – Minutes 

Tuesday, September 1, 2015 

7:00 PM 

 

Members Present 

    Mary Pat Musselman     Stacey Thalmann 

    Geraldine McKinley Ed Hodges 

    Seth Shoneman  Judi Hickson 

            Monica Ferrari 

 

Members Absent 

All members present 

 

Others Present 

John Rodman, Director 

Emily Rebert, Community Development Planner 

Jessica Green, Administrative Support 

 

 

I. Opening of the meeting 

The Chairman called the meeting to order. 

 

II. Invocation 

A moment of silence was taken. 

 

III. Roll Call 

A silence roll call was taken by staff. 

 

Judi Hickson made a motion to accept the agenda.  Mary Pat Musselman seconded the motion and all 

voted in favor. 

 

IV. Old Business 

 

V. Certificate of Appropriateness 

 

 A.  Major Works 

 

1.  A request has been made by Mr. Jim Wiley, acting as agent for Beacon Street, for a Certificate 

of Appropriateness to construct a new Moss Marina Office structure on lot # 27.  The building 

will be consistent and will match single family residences in the development. 
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Mr. Wiley came forward and was sworn in.  He explained the plans for the office structure to the 

Commission.  He stated that the details of the structure are much in keeping with the Historic 

District and the rest of the houses they have built so far.  Mr. Wiley explained that if the 

Commission has a problem with the cable wire railing then they are more than happy to go with 

a horizontal wooden rail.  Mr. Hodges stated that he felt the wood railing would be preferable 

over the cable.  Mr. Rodman asked about the materials.  Mr. Wiley explained that all the houses 

have been built with a hardi-plank siding and the heavy details of the homes have all been done 

with treated wood.  He stated that they would like to continue with these materials on all three 

of the presented structures on the agenda.   

 

The Chairman opened the floor.   

 

Karen Tripp came forward and was sworn in.  She asked the actually location of lot 27.  Mr. 

Wiley and Mr. Rodman explained the location and showed her on the actual map. 

 

Judi Hickson asked when hardi-plank was approved for these buildings.  Mr. Rodman explained 

that the previous four homes were approved with this material and hardi-plank is allowed on 

new construction.   

 

Stacey Thalmann made the following motion:  I move that the Historic Preservation Commission 

grant a Certificate of Appropriateness to Mr. Jim Wiley of Beacon Street Development to 

construct a new Moss Marina Office structure on the property located at Lot #27 Moss Landing 

Homes.  This motion is based on the following findings of fact:  the application is congruous with 

the Historic Preservation Commission Design Guidelines, specifically Section 5.0 New 

Construction Chapter 5.1 & Chapter 5.2.  Her motion was seconded by Judi Hickson.  All voted in 

favor and the motion carried.  

 

2.  A request has been made by Mr. Jim Wiley, acting as agent for Beacon Street, for a Certificate 

of Appropriateness to construct a new single family two-story family dwelling on Lot #32.  The 

home will be consistent and will match single family residences in the development. 

 

Mr. Wiley presented the plans for Lot #32 and explained the location of this lot.  He explained 

that this is a one and a half story home with a wraparound porch.  He stated that the details of 

the home are appropriate for the historic district and he believes it will be a beautiful addition.   

 

The Chairman opened the floor.  No one came forward. 

 

Monica Ferrari made the following motion:  I move that the Historic Preservation grant a 

Certificate of Appropriateness to Mr. Jim Wiley of Beacon Street Development to construct a 

new single family dwelling on the property located at Lot #32 Moss Landing Homes.  This motion 

is based on the following findings of fact:  the application is congruous with the Historic 
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Preservation Commission Design Guidelines, specifically Section 5.0 New Construction Chapter 

5.2 Residential Construction.  Her motion was seconded by Mary Pat Musselman.  All voted in 

favor and the motion carried. 

 

3.  A request has been made by Mr. Jim Wiley, acting as agent for Beacon Street, for a Certificate 

of Appropriateness to construct to construct a new single family two-story family dwelling on 

Lot #33.  The home will be consistent and will match single family residences in the 

development. 

 

Mr. Wiley explained that this lot is located to the left of the park.  He stated that this home is a 

two story residence and again all the details are historical in nature. 

 

No one came forward to speak for or against. 

 

Judi Hickson made the following motion:  I move that the Historic Preservation Commission 

grant a Certificate of Appropriateness to Mr. Jim Wiley of Beacon Street Development to 

construct a new single family dwelling on the property located at Lot #33 Moss Landing Homes.  

This motion is based on the following findings of fact:  the application is congruous with the 

Historic Preservation Commission Design Guidelines, specifically Section 5.0 New Construction 

Chapter 5.2 Residential Construction.  Her motion was seconded by Mary Pat Musselman.  All 

voted in favor and the motion carried.   

 

4.  A request has been made by Mr. Pat Griffin to replace the windows with vinyl windows and 

install 5/8” hardi-plank siding on the front façade of 315 West 2nd Street. 

 

Mr. Pat Griffin came forward and was sworn in.  Mr. Rodman explained that Mr. Griffin came 

before the Commission back in 2013 and that is when the original COA was approved.  Mr. 

Rodman stated that the COA allowed hardi-plank on three sides of the building and allowed the 

windows to be replaced on those three sides, but the Commission requested that the front 

façade remain in the original state.   Mr. Rodman stated that since then Mr. Griffin has decide to 

come back and not amend that application, but summit a new application requesting hardi-

plank on the front of the structure and also change the windows on the front façade.   

 

Mr. Griffin stated that hardi-plank is allowed in historic districts in other areas, one being New 

Orleans.  He explained that it is allowed in all 13 historic districts in New Orleans as well as the 

French Quarter.  He stated that it is also allowed in Huntsville Alabama.  Mr. Griffin spoke about 

the advantages of allowing hardi-plank on homes in the historic district.  He stated that he felt it 

was time for the Commission to look at some alternative materials.  Mr. Griffin then spoke 

about the lack of growth of Washington and some of the hardships of living in the Historic 

District.  He stated that it is time to make some changes.  He stated that it will not look exactly 

like it did before, but sometimes exceptions are needed. 
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Mr. Rodman recommended that the Commission address the siding and the windows 

separately.  Mr. Ed Hodges stated that he felt Mr. Griffin was missing the point.  He stated that 

the point is not what it looks like, the point is what is historically appropriate.  He explained that 

the Commission is interested in materials that are historically appropriate and not what it looks 

like.  Mr. Hodges stated that he felt the Commission was very generous the first time Mr. Griffin 

appeared before them by allowing him to use hardi-plank on three sides of the house.  Mr. 

Hodges stated that he felt Mr. Griffin has thumb his nose at the Commission by putting hardi-

plank on the front and then having to take it down.  Mr. Griffin stated that the siding put on the 

front was put up by mistake; they did not have the right material. He stated that the intent was 

to use the siding that was put up on the house that day.  Mary Pat Musselman asked if the siding 

that was installed that day was hardi board or clap board.  Mr. Griffin stated that it was hardi 

board.  Mr. Griffin stated that it is identical and the only difference is that it is cement instead of 

wood.  Ms. Musselman stated that the hardi board went against what the Commission 

requested.  Mr. Rodman stated that Mr. Griffin’s intent that day was to just put up a couple of 

boards on the front of the house so the Commission could go by and see what they thought of 

it, with the understanding that if it is not approved then it would have to be taken down.  Ms. 

Musselman stated that the bottom line was that the Commission has never given Mr. Griffin 

permission to put hardi board on the front side of those houses, whether it looks good or not.  

She stated that the Commission requested that Mr. Griffin keep the original clap board that was 

there or replace it with like clap board.   

 

Mr. Griffin stated that the Commission wants to allow aluminum fencing in the district, but that 

currently wasn’t available in 1920 or before.  He stated that the Commission is telling him he 

cannot use a material because it isn’t’ original yet they are using non original materials all over 

the historic district.  Mr. Hodges stated that in the fence discussion they are not talking about 

replacing historic materials with aluminum.  He stated that they are talking about a fence, not 

replacing an entire front façade of a house.  Mr. Hodges stated that it was two entirely different 

things.   

 

Seth Shoneman pointed out the fact that the house already has three sides of hardi plank and 

new windows and so if he puts up wood on the front it will be inconsistent.  He stated that he 

understands that the wood siding would be historically accurate but it seems inconsistent with 

what was approved for the rest of the house.  Mr. Shoneman stated that the Commission 

approves hardi plank in other locations.  Mr. Hodges stated that the Commission was trying to 

help Mr. Griffin by allowing the hardi plank on the three sides, but they were also trying to 

preserve the street scape by asking him to keep the front original.  Mr. Griffin stated that if they 

put wood back up on the front of the house in five years it will need to be painted again.  Mr. 

Griffin stated that he understood where the Commission was coming from but if they think 

public opinion is on their side they are mistaken.  Mr. Griffin stated that he had received 

numerous calls talking about how nice the hardi board looks.  Mr. Ed Hodges stated that Mr. 

Griffin was still missing the point.  He explained that the Commission is not saying that it doesn’t 

look nice; he is the first one to say the other three sides look better, but it is not historically 
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appropriate.  Mr. Griffin stated that when a family has owned a house for 99 years that it is a 

tough pill to swallow when someone comes along and says you can’t do what they want with 

your own house.  Stacey Thalmann stated that the point of the historic guidelines is to preserve 

original materials.  Mr. Griffin stated that if other places in the country are allowing this material 

than Washington should.  Stacey Thalmann stated that Washington is not other places in the 

country.  Mr. Griffin asked if Washington’s historic district is more significant than New Orleans 

and Charleston.  Mary Pat Musselman stated that they would like to think so.  She stated that 

Washington has a very nice historic district and she doesn’t feel that Washington can be 

compared to other historic districts because they have their own guidelines to follow.  Ms. 

Musselman stated that these happen to be Washington’s guidelines.   

 

Mr. Hodges suggested that they move on to the window request.  Mr. Griffin explained that 

they are vinyl windows.  He stated that the Commission has approved vinyl windows numerous 

times on front facades.  The Commission discussed the request and Mr. Ed Hodges stated that 

the Commission had approved vinyl windows in the past.   

 

The Chairman opened the floor. 

 

Dee Congleton came forward and was sworn in.  Ms. Congleton quoted the National Parks 

Services Bulletins concerning siding being used on house in historic districts:  “applications of 

substitute materials can result in the loss of a buildings historic character.  All means of repairing 

or replacing with identical materials should be examined before ever approving any kind of 

substitute.”  Ms. Congleton stated that two years ago John Wood with the State Preservation 

Office came over and did a workshop concerning various elements, windows, doors, siding and 

she wrote down his comments concerning siding.  Ms. Congleton explained that Mr. Wood 

stated that he does not recommend hardi-plank on old houses, Mr. Wood stated that you 

should always restore with like materials.  Regarding the statements Mr. Griffin made about 

Edenton or New Bern, Ms. Congleton explained that New Bern does not allow hardi board on 

the front or on the side of homes if it is visible.  She stated that hardi board can be used here 

and there but not on whole sections of a house.  She stated that the Commission needs to 

consider the fact that Mr. Griffin should not be using hardi-plank and the Commission has been 

all too generous in allowing the three sides to have hardi board.  She stated that his application 

should be denied.   

 

Don Stroud, president of the Washington Area Historic Foundation, came forward.  Mr. Stroud 

stated that he was a previous member of the Commission and Mr. Griffin came before them 10 

or 15 years ago with a similar request and it was denied at that time.  Mr. Stroud explained that 

back then the Commission would not allow hardi board/plank to be put anywhere.  He stated 

that he questions whether or not it was a good idea to open up this Pandora ’s Box but it is open 

now and see where it has gotten them.  He stated that they are now at the point where the only 

thing left to preserve is the streetscape.  Mr. Stroud stated that Ms. Congleton has one of the 

most historically significant homes in the City and now there is nothing that can prevent her 
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from striping all her wooden siding on all three sides and replacing it with hardi plank.  Mr. 

Stroud stated that the historic district is one of the main economic engines of this community 

and people do not come here to see the homes covered in hardi plank.  Mr. Stroud stated that 

he did not want the Commission to think that he is a hypocrite because his house has aluminum 

siding on it.  He stated that his house never should have had siding on it.  He stated that when 

he bought the house it was his intent to remove the aluminum siding and restore the wood.  He 

stated that the siding did exactly what the National Park Services tells us, it deteriorates what is 

beneath it so he had to put the siding back.  Mr. Stroud explained that his intent now and has 

always been to remove that aluminum siding and replace it with wood.  Mr. Stroud stated that 

there is appropriate wood siding that can be bought, you have to pay for it, but there is plenty of 

it.  He stated that the question is if the Commission is going to be able to preserve the 

streetscape side of the historic homes.  He asked the Commission to deny the request.   

 

Jerry Creech came forward and was sworn in.  He stated that he is present to also speak against 

Mr. Griffin’s request for the hardi-plank.  Mr. Creech stated that it is very important to preserve 

the streetscape of a house located in the historic district.  He stated that recently he had to 

replace six planks on his house, which is an 1893 house, and he had no objections to going down 

to Builders First Source.  Mr. Creech stated that there is an ample supply there.  He applauded 

the Commission for sticking to their guns and stated that he felt it would be a disservice if the 

Commission allowed the hardi plank on the front façade.  He stated that the front façade should 

be preserved.   

 

With no others coming forward the Chairman closed the floor. 

 

The Commission discussed the request amongst themselves.  Stacey Thalmann stated that she 

was not on the Commission when the first request was approved and she has a problem with 

allowing the hardi plank.  She asked if she could abstain from the voting.  Mr. Rodman stated 

that she could abstain if she would like, but any none vote goes into the affirmative vote.   

 

Mary Pat Musselman made the following motion:  I move that the Historic Preservation 

Commission deny a Certificate of Appropriateness to Mr. Pat Griffin, to install hardi-plank siding 

and vinyl windows on the front façade of the structure at 315 West Second Street.  This motion 

is based on the following findings of fact:  the application is congruous with the Historic 

Preservation Commission Design Guidelines, specifically Section 3.0 Existing Building Subsection, 

3.1 Exterior Walls, 3.2 Wood Materials, and 3.4 Windows and Doors.  Judi Hickson seconded the 

motion.  The Commission discussed amending the motion to allow the vinyl windows.  Mary Pat 

Musselman stated that she did not wish to amend her motion.  The motion carried with a 5 to 2 

vote with Geraldine McKinley and Seth Shoneman voting in opposition.                 

 

5.  A request has been made by Pat Griffin to replace the windows with vinyl windows and install 

5/8” hardi-plank siding on the front façade of 319 West 2nd Street. 
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Mr. Griffin stated that he didn’t think he needed to come forward and add anything for this 

request.  Mr. Rodman came forward and explained that both of the homes are owned by the 

same family but brother in laws are developing each house.  He stated that he spoke with the 

gentleman who is rehabbing 319 and he informed him that he had the intention of replacing the 

wood siding with wood.  However he would like to ask for the vinyl windows on the second 

story of his house on the front.  Mr. Griffin stated that this was not his understanding.  Mr. 

Rodman stated that since he and Mr. Griffin had conflicting understandings then the 

Commission probably should continue the request until the actually gentleman doing the rehab 

could come in person and explained exactly what he wants.  Mr. Rodman explained that Mr. 

Griffin’s name is on the application so the Commission can vote on the request that Mr. Griffin is 

presenting.  The Commission decided to go on with the application as submitted by Mr. Griffin.   

 

The Commission discussed the windows further.  Geraldine McKinley pointed out the fact that 

the Commission has allowed vinyl windows in the past and stated that she had a problem with 

the inconsistency.  Mary Pat stated that she felt they should stick to their guns.  She stated that 

it is unfortunate that vinyl windows have been allowed on homes in the past, but it needs to 

stop.   

 

Mary Pat Musselman made the following motion:  I move that the Historic Preservation 

Commission deny a Certificate of Appropriateness to Mr. Pat Griffin, to install hardi-plank siding 

and vinyl windows on the front faced of the structure at 319 West Second Street.  This motion is 

based on the following findings of fact:  the application is congruous with the Historic 

Preservation Commission Design Guidelines, specifically Section 3.0 Existing Building Subsection, 

3.1 Exterior Walls, 3.2 Wood Materials, and 3.4 Windows and Doors.  Her motion was seconded 

by Monica Ferrari.  The motion carried with a 5 to 2 vote with Geraldine McKinley and Seth 

Shoneman voting in opposition.    

 

6.  A request has been made by Ms. Mary Elizabeth Haubenreiser, for a Certificate of 

Appropriateness to remove a pine tree on the south side of her property located on 188 South 

Academy Street.  The tree’s roots are breaking up the concrete driveway. 

 

Ms. Haubenreiser came forward and was sworn in.  She explained that she would like to remove 

a pine tree in her yard.  She stated the tree is too close to the property line, the driveway, and 

the neighbor’s garage.  Ms. Haubenreiser stated that it has heaved up the driveway over an inch 

on one side and has cracked it on another side.  She stated that the tree is losing its needles.  

She explained that she was told by Wayne Woolard, who took down another tree in her yard, 

that the pine trees probably gave way 20 or 30 years ago.  She stated that the tree is at the end 

of its life span and she is afraid that it is going to fall.   Ms. Haubenreiser stated that she would 

gladly replace the tree.  Ms. Haubenreiser stated that she would most likely replace it with a 

small more appropriate tree such as a crept myrtle or dogwood.  Monica Ferrari explained that 

the replacement tree would not have to be planted in the exact same place.      
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The Chairman opened the floor.  No one came forward to speak for or against the request.   

 

Judi Hickson made the following motion:  I move that the Historic Preservation Commission 

grant a Certificate of Appropriateness to Ms. Haubenreiser to remove a pine tree located on the 

south side of the property located at 118 South Academy Street.   This motion is based on the 

following findings of fact:  the application is congruous with the Historic Preservation 

Commission Design Guidelines, specifically Section 4.1 Landscaping.  She will replace this tree 

with an appropriate tree somewhere on her property within a year.  Her motion was seconded 

by Mary Pat Musselman.  All voted in favor and the motion carried. 

 

B.  Minor Works 

 

1.  A request has been made and approved by staff for a Certificate of Appropriateness for the 

owner of 519 E. Main Street (Mr. Thomp Litchfield) to exchange an old split heat pump with a 

new one.   No duct work will be changed. 

 2.  A request has been made and approved by staff for a Certificate of Appropriateness for the 

owner of 227 E. Second Street (Mr. Ambrose Buck Lewis) to repair the right side wall of their 

garage.   A new block foundation will be laid and the wall will be repaired using appropriate 

materials to match the house. 

3.  A request has been made and approved by staff for a Certificate of Appropriateness for the 

owner of 109 Gladden Street (Mr. Jay Boyd) to install a condenser for the A/C unit. 

4.  A request has been made and approved by staff for a Certificate of Appropriateness for the 

owner of 412 W Main Street (Ms. Kimberly Lee) to make garage repairs using appropriate 

materials. Repairs include replacing shingles, replacing support beam in the center of the garage 

door opening with a new beam, window repair, replace cracked foundation of garage and 

driveway, and replace rotten siding.  

5.  A request has been made and approved by staff for a Certificate of Appropriateness for the 

owner of 239 W Main Street (Mr. Jim Fortescue) to exchange an old split heat pump with a new 

one.   No duct work will be changed. 

6.  A request has been made and approved by staff for a Certificate of Appropriateness for the 

owner of 424 E Second Street (Mr. Joe Wilberscheil) to replace the HVAC unit. 

7.  A request has been made and approved by staff for a Certificate of Appropriateness for the 

owner of 127 E. Second Street (Mr. Don Stroud Jr.) to replace old shingles on the roof with new 

shingles. They will also be replacing the old rubber membrane on the widows walk with the 

same material. 

 

Stacey Thalmann made a motion to approve all minor works.  Her motion was seconded by Judi 

Hickson.  All voted in favor and the motion carried. 

 

VI. Other Business 

 

 1.  Moss Landing Landscape Design  
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Mr. Rodman stated that this is just for the Commission’s review.  He explained that when Mr. 

Wiley came before them to have the gazebo built at Moss Landing he had also discussed some 

utility boxes that where going to go in.  His original request was to fence around those utility 

boxes, but after a discussion he decided to consider landscaping the area and that is what he 

did.  Mr. Rodman presented the plan and explained since it is low level landscaping the 

Commission does not have to approve it.   

 

 2.  Fence Design Guidelines 

 

Mr. Rodman presented the current revisions to the fence guidelines to the Commission.  Mr. 

Rodman pointed out the changes to the original draft.  He explained that the next step would be 

to recommend that the draft be presented to the City Council for their approval.  He stated that 

if the Commission decides not to recommend and wants to continue working on them, the 

Commission is certainly free to do that as well.  He stated that the Commission has several 

options.  Mr. Rodman stated that he believed there were several members of the audience who 

wished to speak.  He explained that this is not a public hearing so the Chairman does not have to 

let anyone speak, but if the Chairman would like he can certainly allow them to speak on this 

issue.   

 

Dee Congleton came forward.  She explained the process of how they had gotten to the point of 

revising the guidelines and forming the fence committee.  Ms. Congleton explained how the 

fence committee came up with the revisions and all the work they had put into it.  She explained 

that fences are an important aspect to the landscape and they help define the context of the 

house within.  She stated that the selection of the style and the design should relate to the 

architecture of the house.  Ms. Congleton stated that the fence committee endorses all the 

changes made to the guidelines with one addition and Don Stroud will talk about that. 

 

Don Stroud came forward and thanked the Commission for appointing the Committee and 

praised the Committee for all their hard work.  He stated that he hoped that the Commission 

would rely on the Committees information and their proposals.  He stated that over the years 

there has been a large increase of the stockade fences going up all over the district.  He stated 

that the definition of a stockade fence states that they are used to defend one’s self against 

something unpleasant, but if they would enforce the City’s ordinances then there would be 

nothing unpleasant that residences would have to shield themselves from.  He stated that if this 

trend continues the district will look like New Jersey roadhouses.  Mr. Stroud also talked about 

the lack of repair shown by owners of these types of fences.  He asked that the Commission 

adopt the proposed guidelines.  He stated that the Foundation supports the new guidelines with 

one revision.  He stated that no one likes to be told that they cannot do something, but they do 

appreciate it when they are given options.  He presented the Commission with a diagram 

showing types of fences and asked that it be added to Section 4.6.8 with this language.  “The 

following are some examples of fences that are appropriate for installation within the historic 
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district”.  Mr. Stroud stated that this will give someone asking to build a fence an opportunity to 

look at what is appropriate in the district and maybe see something they didn’t even consider.          

 

Sarah Heekin came forward.  She stated that she had recently purchased a house in the historic 

district.  She stated that she gets why some people have concerns about the type of fences 

allowed in the district, however she is afraid that the restrictions will be so tight that someone 

will not be able to put in a fence that actually goes with the house.  Ms. Heekin stated that she 

has a dog that is used to having a dog door and would like a fence.  Ms. Heekin stated that she 

had made a request for a fence but it was continued.  She stated that she requested a white 

ornamental fence, her neighbor doesn’t have a problem with it and it matches the fence in the 

front of her house.  She stated that she believes there should be guidelines but she encouraged 

the Commission to consider what residents can do that go with their homes and not make is so 

constrained that people are handcuffed with what they can do.  She asked that they not make it 

so constrained that it cost people money and time which in turn make it difficult to live in the 

historic district.   

 

Karen Tripp, 629 East Main Street, came forward.  She stated that she was a member of the 

fence committee.  Ms. Tripp explained that she had a beautiful view of the river when she 

bought her house and then her neighbor was approved to put up a 120 ft. barricade fence that 

blocks her river view and devalues her property.  She stated that she can no longer get a breeze 

in her back yard due to the fence.  She stated that she hopes the Commission thinks about the 

changes and additions because she feels they are necessary to keep the district looking 

beautiful.  Ms. Tripp stated that if someone moves into the historic district they should know 

that they will be living close to their neighbors, if they do not want to be close to people then 

they should live in the country.  She asked the Commission to approve the proposed fence 

regulations and support Don’s addendum.   

 

Mr. Rodman came forward and explained whether the new guidelines are approved or not, the 

fence that Ms. Tripp is referring to cannot occur again.  He stated that it was unfortunate that it 

happened the first time.  He stated that something like that could not happen again based on 

the current guidelines. 

 

Mark Everett, 734 W 2nd Street, came forward.  He stated that he has some concerns with the 

new guidelines and he is an example of where there could be some issues if they are adopted.  

He stated that he is an advocate of not having fences when they are not needed, but there are 

times when they are a necessity.  He discussed the issue of screening mechanical equipment.  

He stated that he has a pool in his backyard a 6ft fence not only is used to screen mechanical 

and pool equipment but also used to mitigate the liability of an attracted nuisance at his house.  

He stated that he is worried that the new guidelines do not adequately address some issues.  He 

stated if a fence is required to be painted you will end up with peeling paint.  He asked the 

Commission to consider the changes very carefully and make sure they do not create 

unintended consequences.  Mr. Hodges pointed out that for electrical equipment and dumpster 
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and things like that the new guidelines allow a fence that reaches 3 inches above the 

equipment, the height limit does not apply.   

 

Shirley Stone, 513 East Second Street, came forward.  She stated that her and her husband own 

three homes in the historic district and they are very concerned about protecting the historic 

district and the values of the properties.  She stated that fencing affects the beauty and value of 

a property.  She stated in particular the board to board fencing is an eye swore.  Ms. Stone 

stated that there are acceptable alternatives that should be made available to anyone who 

comes seeking permission to put up a fence.  Ms. Stone stated that she supports Don Stroud’s 

addendum and she too served on the fence committee.  She stated that they gave a great deal 

of time and consideration to the guidelines that they submitted to the Commission and she 

hopes that they will give strong consideration to accepting the revised guidelines. 

 

Pat Lewis stated that she just currently purchased a property in the historic district.  Ms. Lewis 

stated that what she has read from the guidelines, fences are not supposed to be seen from the 

street.  She stated that she would hate not to be able to have a fence for privacy and for her 

small dog.  She stated that she does know that in New Bern many of their homes do have 

privacy fences in the rear yard and they are quite tall.  She stated that it would be a shame not 

to allow privacy in back yards.  She stated that it is different with home with river views. 

 

Jerry Creech stated that he also served on the fence committee.  He asked that the Commission 

seriously evaluate what the fence committee did and also accept Don’s addendum.  Mr. Creech 

stated that he lives on the West side of 2nd Street and they do not seem to have the issues with 

privacy fences as much as the East side.  He stated that some people are going to like the 

changes and some people will not, but at least it is a definite advancement in the guidelines.   

 

Keith Hardt, 424 East Main Street, came forward.  Mr. Hardt asked that the Commission hold off 

on any vote until the public has a chance to see the addendums.  He stated that the residents 

who will be affected by the vote should have a chance to comment on the addendum.  Mr. 

Hardt addressed the fact that welded wire is no longer allowed in the district.  He stated that 

welded wire has been around for 200 years and should be considered an acceptable fence in the 

district.  Mr. Rodman stated that is located in 4.6.2 and originally allowed welded wire but is no 

longer allowed with the new guidelines.  Mr. Hardt explained the difference between welded 

wire and chain link.  He stated that there are a number of properties that currently have welded 

wire fences and if they have to replace them according to the new guidelines it will put a large 

financial hardship on them.   Mr. Hardt stated that he was concerned about requiring the fences 

to be painted white.  He stated that they do not restrict the paint color on house and he feels 

this is a very narrow requirement for a fence.  Mr. Hardt stated that he also felt the fencing 

around mechanical equipment was not very clear and should be addressed.  He stated that he 

feels the new guidelines are very restricted.  He feels that fences affecting property value is not 

quantitative.  He stated that the statement is very subjective and should not be a deciding 

factor.  Mr. Hardt stated that he felt the majority of the residents in the district do not even 
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know about these changes and feels that they are being premature in voting for this.  He stated 

that he feels there should be more dialogue between the Commission and residents in the 

district and there are some major issues with some of the content.  Mr. Hardt also stated that he 

was concerned with the fact that fences have to be approved as a major work and feels this 

could be subjective to the group.  He stated that it should be a minor work, if staff has dissent 

guidelines about what is appropriate and what is not they should be able to make that decision.  

Again he asked the Commission to wait on their vote and consider some of the changes and 

comments from the public.  Mr. Hardt stated that he feels more public notice should be given 

and the district’s residents should be better informed.  Monica Ferrari explained that the 

Commission is only voting on the new guidelines to go to City Council and there will be a public 

hearing at the Council meeting before it is approved.   

 

The Commission discussed the guidelines amongst themselves.   

 

Mr. Rodman stated that staff felt it would be prudent to let John Wood and Scott Powell 

evaluate the new guidelines and give their impression.  He explained that they did send the 

changes to the guys at the State Historic Office and they replied with their thoughts.  Emily 

Rebert then presented a PowerPoint presentation and a letter listing the comments from the 

guys at the SHIPPO office and what they advised. 

 

Ed Hodges stated that he cannot make a motion as Chairman, but he thought that they still 

needed to look at fences more before they vote as a Commission and send it to the City Council.  

Mr. Rodman gave the Commission their options.  He stated that this is an important issue and 

they need to make sure what they do is done right.  Ed Hodges stated that he did not what to 

negate in any way the work that the fence committee did because they worked really hard, but 

he felt that they needed to look at the guidelines and consider some of the comments from the 

public as well as the recommendations from John Wood.  He recommended that they not send 

anything to the City Council at this point in time.  He stated that he would like to reconvene with 

the fence Committee and try to iron out these differences.  Mary Pat Musselman stated that it 

was unfortunate that the information from the SHIPPO office was just presented to them 

tonight.  Mr. Rodman agreed and stated that the SHIIPPO office should have been brought in 

earlier in the process.  He stated that he was surprised that the fence committee did not reach 

out to the state office.  Judi Hickson stated that she didn’t want to hear about what anyone 

could have or should have done; they have been presented with something and they need to 

move forward and not be counterproductive.  Ms. Hickson stated that the State presented them 

with some very different findings and the Commission needs to look at them.  Geraldine 

McKinley stated that with the information that came to light the Commission must consider it.   

 

Geraldine McKinley made a motion to postpone any recommendation to the City Council due to 

the new information that the Commission received that is contradictory to what they discussed 

before.  Ed Hodges asked if the fence committee would consider meeting and Dee Congleton 

stated that they would not and they stated that they stand by what they presented.  Ed Hodges 
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again stated that he appreciated all the work and time that the fence committee put into this.  

Stacey Thalmann seconded Ms. McKinley’s motion.  Motion carried with a 4 to 3 vote with Mary 

Pat Musselman, Judi Hickson, and Monica Ferrari voting in opposition.   

 

VII. Approval of Minutes – August 

Judi Hickson made a motion to approve the August minutes.  Her motion was seconded by Seth 

Shoneman.  All voted in favor and the motion carried. 

 

The Commission decided to meet on September 16th at 7:00pm for a workshop to consider the new 

information on the fence guidelines.  Mr. Rodman stated that it should probably be a public meeting so 

it should be held at City Hall. 

 

VIII. Adjourn 

There being no other business Geraldine McKinley made a motion to adjourn.  Her motion was 

seconded by Seth Shoneman and all voted in favor. 

 


