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WASHINGTON HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
Regular Scheduled Meeting – Minutes 

Tuesday, May 7, 2019 7:00 pm 
 

Members Present 
Mark Everett – Chairman 

William Kenner – Vice-Chairman 
Rebecca Clark 

Kathleen Couch 
Colleen Knight 
Karen Mann 

Cheri Vaughn 
 

Members Not Present 
 

Others Present 
Emily Rebert, Historic 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 silent roll call was taken by staff. 
 
IV. Old Business 

 
V. Certificate of Appropriateness 

A. Major Works 
 

1. A request by Mr. Ed Stone for a Certificate of Appropriateness to install a 3-foot 
wrought iron picket fence along property located at 514 East 2nd Street. 

 
Mr. Ed Stone came forward and was sworn in.  Mr. Stone explained that they would like 
to put a 3-foot picket fence along the edge of the font sidewalk.  The fence would 
resemble the fencing located at 509 E. 2nd Street.  Mr. Stone presented pictures of the 
exiting fence and drawings of the fence that they are proposing to install.  Mr. Stone will 
be making the fencing himself.  Fence will be located from the Arbor to the front of the 
house with swinging gates.  Drawings show that there will be 17 post and 7 pickets per 
section.  The post will be 36 inches tall and the top railing will be 33 inches tall and will 
be painted white.  At both corners will turn at 90 degrees -for 6 feet. 
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The Chairman opened the floor for questions. 
 
Karen Mann asked what type of material will be used.  Mr. Stone replied that the fence 
would be made out of wood. 
 
William Kenner asked if the arbor was not on your previous application.  Mr. Stone was 
told that he did not have to complete an application for the arbor.  Questioned if the 
City would have to approve concerning the spacing of pickets.  The spacing is 6.5 inches 
apart. 
 
Dee Congleton commented that the past work the surrounding neighbors had no doubt 
that the plans would be a success. 
 
Rebecca Clark made the following motion:  I move that the Historic Preservation 
Commission grant a Certificate of Appropriateness to Mr. Ed Stone to install a 3 Foot 
picket fence in the front yard of the property located at 51 
 E 2nd Street.  This motion is based on the following findings and fact:  the application is 
congruous with the Historic Preservation Commission Design Guidelines, specifically 
Chapter 4.6 Fences and Walls.  Colleen Knight seconded the motion and all voted in 
favor. 
 

2. A request has been made by Travis Stevenson for a Certificate of Appropriateness to 
expand on the South Entry way and to replace existing chevron shutter doors and iron 
shutters on the Southside of the property locate at 112 South Repress Street. 

 
Mr. Travis Stevenson came forward and was sworn in.  Mr. Stevenson stated that he 
would like to withdraw at this time because he has not closed on the property.  He will 
be closing in the upcoming week.  Mr. Stevenson asked if he could get a Certificate of 
Appropriateness contingent on the closing of the property.  The Historic Preservation 
Commission agreed that this has been granted at previous meetings.  Mr. Stevenson 
then presented his package.  Showing existing and proposed pictures of the deck.  He 
explained due to the age of the existing brick it would be difficult to attach the rails.  He 
is proposing a small landing platform that would miss the water main that is located on 
the left of the drawing.  This is in hopes that he could place a couple of chairs.  Another 
aspect is that it would give the business a landing area for growth to accommodate 
wheelchair access.  There is wheel chair accessibility on the East entrance on Repress 
Street.  The new addition would be located southern entrance that will face the river.  
Mr. Stevenson is proposing to match the façade of the lower portion of the existing 
building.  This would give a better graphic representation.  The following would be the 
first phase:  Enlarge with the exteriors, brick steps, façade matching building and match 
the existing railing. 
 
Mr. Stevenson proceeded to Request Phase 2; shutters.  The existing chevron shutters 
are contaminated with termites and Mr. Stevenson is proposing to match or replace 
with metal hurricane shutters that would not only be astatic but also functional. Would 
replace with wood but are asking if they could replace with metal, which would be the 
same design as the existing wood shutters. 
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Kathleen Couch ask Ms. Rebert if the iron would have been original to the building.  She 
responded that there is no evidence of what type of shutter.  Ms. Rebert’s option is that 
the metal would be in congruent. 
 
The Chairman opened the floor for questions. 
 
Kathleen Couch stated that the Commission Action states replacing the chevron shutter 
doors with iron shutters.  Mr. Stevenson clarified that the shutters would be metal due 
to the weight and would attempt to repair existing shutters and if the shutters are not 
repairable then the shutters would be replaced.  
 
Kathleen Couch made the following motion:  I move that the Historic Preservation 
Commission grant the Certificate of Appropriateness to Mr. Travis Stevenson to expand 
on the south entry way and replace the existing shutter doors with metal shutter 
located on the Southside of the property located at 112 S. Repress Street.  This motion is 
based on the following findings of fact:  the application is congruous with the Historic 
Preservation Commission Design Guidelines, specifically Chapter 3.1; Windows and 
Doors, 3.6; Porches and Entry Ways and 3.10; Architectural Details.  Kathleen Couch 
further moved that the Historic Preservation Commission make note that the shutters 
will be replaced with metal shutters if the existing wood shutters are not repairable.  
The motion was seconded by Karen Mann and all voted in favor. 
 

3. A request has been made by Ms. Betty Moring for a Certificate of Appropriateness to 
install at 4-foot-high by 2-foot-long gate on the east side of the property located at 221 
E 2nd Street. 
 
Ms. Betty Moore came forward and was sworn in.  Ms. Moore stated that she did not 
have a presentation, she simply wants to install at gate to go across her driveway that 
would match her neighbors gate.  The gate is approximately 3.5 feet tall not 4 feet tall.  
Pickets are about 1.5 inches apart made from wood and will only go across driveway. 
 
The Chairman opened the floor for questions. 
 
Question from Karen Mann:  When fence is installed the fence the inside supporting 
wood will be on the inside so that it is not visible to the public?  Ms. Moore answered 
stated that the supporting would be on the inside. 
 
Karen Mann made the following motion:  I move that the Historic Preservation 
Commission grant a Certificate of Appropriateness to Ms. Betty Moore to install a 4-foot 
high by 2-foot long gate across existing driveway located at 221 E 2nd Street.  This 
motion is based on the following findings and fact:  the application is congruous with the 
Historic Preservation Commission Design Guidelines, specifically Chapter 4.6 Fences and 
Walls. Colleen Knight seconded the motion and all voted in favor. 
 

4. A request has been made by Mr. Joseph Wooten for a Certificate of Appropriateness to 
remove a tree in the public right-of-way of the property located at 311 E Main Street. 
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Mr. Joseph Wooten came forward and was sworn in.  Remove a large Dog Wood Tree 
that is in the City’s public right-of-way.  The tree consists of 3 large trunks; one in front is 
leaning towards the First Baptist Church, other two are crossing the sidewalk and over 
Mr. Wooten’s vehicle and over the street.  All trunks go back to the central trunk.  Gene 
Spano from Greenville looked at the tree and determined that the tree is a safety 
hazard.  A branch has fallen out of the tree onto his property.  Asked Mr. Spano about 
trimming the tree. Mr. Spano advised against due to all of the weight would be leaning 
over the road.  Mr. Wooten is asking for approval to remove the tree. 
 
The Chairman opened the floor for questions. 
 
Question from Cheri Vaughan:  Why would the city remove the tree.  Ms. Rebert 
responded that the city would remove the tree due to the age and would be replaced 
with another tree.  The tree will be replaced at another location. 
 
Rebecca Couch commended Mr. Wooten for having the report completed regarding 
removing the tree. 
 
Colleen Knight made the following motion:  I move that the Historic Preservation 
Commission grant a Certificate of Appropriateness to Mr. Joseph Wooten to remove a 
tree located at 311 E Main Street.  This motion is based on the following findings and 
fact:  the application is congruous with the Historic Preservation Commission Design 
Guidelines, specifically Chapter 4.1 Landscaping, Cherie Vaughn seconded the motion 
and all voted in favor. 
 

B. Minor Works 
 

1. Rebecca Clark made a motion to approve all minor works.  Colleen Knight seconded the 
motion and all voted in favor. 

 
VI. Other Business 

1. WORK SHOP 
Historic Preservation Commission Members, Kathleen Couch, Colleen Knight and Karen 
Mann attended a Quasi-Judicial Workshop in Greenville, NC.  The members wanted to 
discuss their finds from the workshop.  Ms. Rebert suggested to revised the current 
Guidelines. 
 
Kathleen Couch stated that anyone coming before the Commission needs to give their 
verbal testimony and is in congruent with the guidelines, they need to make their case 
and not come before the commission and state that the commission has their 
information.  Also, anyone in the audience has the chance to come before the board to 
make their case, but they need to state facts that are supportive or conflicting with the 
application.   
 
Ms. Rebert stated for the public not to email the commission concerning an application.  
They will need to be present at the Historic Preservation Commission to state their case 
in front of the Commission.  The only time that this is allowed in the case of 
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professionals such as, John Wood, who will be sending an official letter.  Also, the 
commission will accept a report from a professional concerning an application. 
 
Colleen Knight asked about petitions.  A decision cannot be made by the Commission 
bases on the Petition.  But, the commission can receive the petition and review but, 
there are certain guidelines that the commission has to abide by.  Petitions must clearly 
state the reason why the petition is being submitted and what stance the petition is 
taking, in favor or against the application. 
 
Kathleen Couch:  The instructors at the Quasi-Judicial Workshop in Greenville stated the 
following: (1) The evidence must be competent (trust worthy or reliable) (2) The 
evidence needs to be material (related to the standards) (3) The evidence must be 
substantial (to be sufficient to support a conclusion).   
 
Cheri Vaughn asked about the public’s opinion and the testimony not pertaining to the 
three rules as listed above.  Also, how does the Commission make the public aware of 
these rules. 
 
Colleen Knight recommended that a statement be read at the beginning of each 
meeting stating that any comments has to be competent, needs to be material and 
substantial to the application.  Not personal feelings for or against the application.  
 
Rebecca Clark commented; the public that are attending the meeting does not have the 
access to what the applicant will be requesting from the Commission.  They only have 
access to the Agenda on the City’s website.  It will be up to the neighbor to go to the 
office to find out what the applicant is requesting.  The Planning Office sends out letters 
and the property owners are able to view the agenda on the City’s website. 
 
Kathleen Couch stated that there are four reasons to allow for an exception: (1) Would 
create unnecessary hardship would result from the strict application of the ordinance. 
(2) Hardship results from conditions that are peculiar to the property such as location, 
size or topography; similar to what was experienced during the hurricane.  (3) The 
hardship did not result from actions taken by the applicant property honor; applicants 
that come before the Commission have already replaced their wood with Hardy Plank 
Siding and although we feel badly we will have to tell them to remove the Hardy Plank 
Siding, they have created the hardship themselves.  This will be something that the 
Commission would have to take into consideration.  (4) The requested variance is 
consistence with the spirit, purpose and intent of the ordinance such that public safety 
is secured and substantial justice is achieved. 
 
Mark Everett asked question the following question:  Concerning the slides the issues 
before the hearing talks about giving property public notice to the adjacent property 
owners and ex parte communications and conflict.  What was said.  As long as we did 
not have the majority of the board at one location you could discuss the agenda with 
one and another as long as a decision was not being made.  But, this is discouraged and 
should try not to talk about the upcoming agenda.  It was very clear that if there was a 
quorum you could not talk about anything dealing with the agenda.  It would be 
considered a public hearing.  The Commission is considered to be like judge and juror 
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and this would be like the jury going outside of the courtroom to discuss the case.  If any 
information is given to you outside of the meeting.  That information would have to 
share at the meeting with all Commissioners and that Commissioner would possibly 
have to request yourself from the vote.   
 
Rebecca Clark made the comment that the public will sometime come to her to discuss 
about their situation.  She in turns tells them that they need to speak with Ms. Rebert 
and that it is very clear in the ordinance.  If you are at a social gathering and you are 
discussing in a crowd that is not considered to be a public meeting.  But if more than 
one are in a corner discussing an applicant then that would be considered as a public 
meeting because you would have a quorum.   
 
Kathleen Couch state if you have a financial interest or you personally know the 
applicant, you need to announce this at the beginning of the hearing and recuse 
yourself from the vote.  Discussion continued concerning the conflict of interest that 
concerned where the Commissioner resides.   
 
Rebecca Clark commented that all Commissioners need to come to the meetings with 
an open mind and be able to make a decision without a predetermination.   You will 
have to consider not only what is in the applicant’s package but also what is presented 
in the meeting.  If the Commission goes against the Design Guidelines, then the 
Commissioner needs to think why they are going against the Guidelines.   
 
Kathleen Couch commented that there is no such thing as precedent with the 
Commissions cases, which makes it very important to clarify why the Commission is 
making this exception and that it is clear that it meets 1 of the 4 standards that was 
previously listed above.  
 
The Definition for undue hardship for the property owner would need to go to the 
Board of Adjustment and then to Superior Court.   
 

2. SOLAR PANELS  
Rebecca Clark stated that someone from the public came to her and asked about Solar 
Panels.  Ms. Clark did not know how to advise on this situation.  There is nothing in the 
Historic Preservation Commission Design Guidelines addressing solar panels.  Ms. Rebert 
states that she believes that the Guidelines states that the solar panels need to be at the 
rear of the building so that they are not visible to the street. 
 
Rebecca Clark states with modernization the old houses do not have air conditioning.  
The Commission has allowed for the air conditioners to be placed on the roof.  The 
appropriate place for solar panels are usually placed on the roofs. 
 
William Kenner states that  everyone needs to remember that solar panels are not only 
made out of aluminum.  They are also made to look like asphalt shingles.  Ms. Rebert 
stated that this type of equipment has to be placed on the rear of the house so that it 
cannot be seen from the front of the house. 
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Rebecca Clark comments that times change and the Commission needs to be prepared 
for this question in the future.  The Design Guidelines need to be updated to include 
solar panels / solar shingles. 
 
Kathleen Couch stated that this is a hypothetical situation and the purpose of the 
commission is to evaluate a request by an applicant that is possibly incongruous with 
our Guidelines, therefore the only way to discuss something like this is when there is an 
applicant that comes before the Commission and all of the information is presented and 
then the Commission can make a reasonable decision.  This is exactly what the 
workshop discussed.  The Commission has to be open minded; until all of the 
information has been reviewed that has been submitted by the applicant in regards to 
the application.  The Commission should not have a fixed opinion in advanced and 
review each application as it comes before the Commission.  Also, we have set 
Guidelines that have been set forth from the Department of Interior.  The Historic 
Preservation Commission Guidelines are based off of the Department of Interior 
Guidelines. 
 
Rebecca Clark stated that the Commission has made addition to those guidelines for 
example the Fencing Guidelines through a committee, Tree Guidelines through a 
committee.  Ms. Rebert stated that this is something that the Historic Preservation 
Committee needs to look at in the future. 
 

3. VOTING FOR NEW CHAIRMAN AND VICE-CHAIRMAN 
The following terms will be up in July:  Cheri Vaughn, Mark Everett and William Kenner.  
The understanding of the Commission is that Mark Everett and William Kenner will not 
be reviewing their terms.  At the next meeting in June, the members of the Historic 
Preservation Commission will need to be prepared to vote on a new Chairman and Vice-
Chairman.  The current members will be voting including the out-going members.  New 
applicants will be announced at the June meeting.   
 

4. FACEBOOK 
As per Facebook rules the content has to be published by the Commission.  It is 
suggested that each board member send one post per month on the City of Washington 
Historic Preservation Commission Facebook page.  This is another way to make the 
public aware of what will need to come before the Historic Commission. 
 
Also the City is in the process to updating their website.  The Historic Commission’s 
information will be published on the website. 
 

5. UPDATE DESIGN GUIDELINES 
 
Ms. Rebert would like to revise the Design Guidelines so that staff could work with 
property owners concerning certain items such as landscape, sidewalk, driveways, 
fences, decks and ADA compliant ramps.  This would speed up the process not only for 
the applicant but also for the Commission.  The Commission would look at the 
applicants that are exception to the Guidelines.  If a minor work is denied by staff, the 
applicant will still have the right to go before the Historic Preservation Commission. 
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VII. Approval of Minutes – April 2, 2019 

Colleen Knight made a motion to approve the minutes from the April meeting.  Kathleen 
Couch seconded the motion and all voted in favor 

 
VIII. Adjourn 

There being no other business Mark Everett made a motion to adjourn.  Colleen Knight 
second the motion and all voted in favor. 


