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WASHINGTON HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

 
Regular Scheduled Meeting - Minutes 
Tuesday November 5, 2019 – 7:00 PM 

Members Present 
Cheri Vaughn – Chairman 
Karen Mann – Vice-Chairman 
Scarlett Boutchyard 
Kathleen Couch 
Scot Craigie 
Colleen Knight 

Members Not Present 
Rebecca Clark 

 
Others Present 

Mike Daile, Director, Community and Cultural Services 
Emily Rebert, Historic Preservation Planner 

Dawn Maye, Administrative Support 
 

 
I. Opening of the meeting 

II. Invocation 

A. A moment of silence was taken. 

III. Roll Call 

A. A silent roll call was taken by staff.  All members were present with the exception of 
Rebecca Clark. 

IV. Old Business 

1. A request has been made by INA, LLC. for a Certificate of Appropriateness to make 
the following alterations to the south façade on the property located at 157 West 
Main Street: 

a. Construction of a deck on the south elevation 

b. Installation of a rollup door 

c. Introduce 7 arched windows on the west façade of the newer addition 

o Mr. Sed Naziri, representing INA, LLC., came forward and was sworn in.  
Sed Naziri explained in detail concerning the 3 items listed above.  He 
provided details for the sizes of the windows and the roll up door.  Pictures 
that were missing at the previous meeting are included in the agenda 
packet.  Sed Naziri refers to the pictures located in the agenda packet.  He 
has pictures showing where the proposed location of the windows and an 
exact count of how many windows.  The total number of windows will be 7 
arched windows along the west façade of the new addition.  There are 
existing column structures at each opening for the windows. 

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, Have the openings for the windows been cut out?  
Sed Naziri, no the openings have not been completed.  Cheri Vaughn, what 
type of window will be installed?  Sed Naziri, for the type of windows I will 
have to come back again for an approval.  Sed Naziri is dealing with a 
couple of companies and one company is Builders First Source.  Builders 
First Source has visited the site and has provided pricing and will be 
making a miniature sample window.  After that has been completed Sed 
Naziri will come back before the Historic Preservation Commission for 
approval.   
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o Cheri Vaughn, at this time the Commission will begin to review the deck.   

o Colleen Knight, thought that the windows were discussed and approved at 
the last meeting, but due to the wording the motion did not include the 
windows.  Cheri Vaughn, we did not approve the windows, the approval 
was to cut the openings for the windows.  Scarlett Boutchyard, the windows 
were not approved on the side of the building.  Staff, the motion was made 
and approved for the fenestrations on the back south side, but did not 
include the windows on the west elevation.   

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, the Commission does not need to worry about 
the windows at this time.  The discussion is concerning the deck (Item A) or 
are we moving to cutting the holes.  Staff, the items to be address are 
broken up into three (3) items to be address separately.  At this time the 
Commission is addressing the fenestrations only.  Once the fenestrations 
are created on all elevations on what the Commission approves then Sed 
Naziri will be able to obtain quotes on all of the windows including the front 
façade, which the Commission has not approved, sashes, side and rear 
elevations.  Then Sed Naziri will be able to order all sashes at one time.  
Sed Naziri, there will be some replacement, new windows and some 
sashes that will need to be approved.  Kathleen Couch, have you, Sed 
Naziri, established the size of the windows and are they matching the 
existing windows in size?  Sed Naziri, last time the Commission asked 
about the size, and he told the Commission the windows would be very 
similar to existing openings.  Kathleen Couch, that is what I thought that we 
had discussed. 

Item A - Construction of A Deck on the South Elevation 

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, addressed the Commission to begin with Item A, 
Construction of a deck on the south elevation.   

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, ask for any questions from the Commission.   

o Karen Mann, stated that the front of the building looks wonderful and Sed 
Naziri has done a great job.  Due to the size of the project, Karen Mann 
would like to ask for a Design Review Board so the Commission would be 
able to make the correct decisions.   

o Chairman, Vaughn asked for any comments.  Kathleen Couch, agrees with 
Karen Mann, it would have been nice to have a picture at the beginning of 
the project.  Due to the scope of the project and the condition of the existing 
building might not be reasonable in this case, but Kathleen Couch does 
appreciate Karen Mann comment, so that the Commission will know what 
the overall design will be before moving forward.  It becomes difficult to 
remember what has been approved previously.  This would help moving 
forward to make sure that new request is cohesive with the entire project.  
Kathleen Couch, understands that this is a tremendous undertaking and 
thanks Sed Naziri to take on such a project.  Sed Naziri, thanks the 
Commission for their understanding and support. 

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, ask for any questions or comments concerning 
the deck.  There were no more questions or comments.   

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for a motion. 
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o Staff, explains this COA will be presented in three (3) items.  There will be 
three (3) motions and three (3) votes.  Sed Naziri will come up and present 
all three (3) items at separate times. 

 Colleen Knight made the following motion: I move that the Historic 
Preservation Commission grant a Certificate of Appropriateness to, INA, 
LLC. to make the above changes on the property located at 157 West 
Main Street. This motion is based on the following findings of fact: the 
application is congruous with the Historic Preservation Commission 
Design Guidelines, specifically Chapter 5.4 - Decks. Scot Craigie 
seconded the motion and all voted 6 in favor and 0 opposed. 

Item B - Installation of A Rollup Door 

o Mr. Sed Naziri returned to the podium to speak about Item B (Installation 
of a rollup door).  The proposed door will be a 10’ x 10’ door and the look 
will be similar to what has been previously approved at other locations. 

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for any questions concerning the rollup 
door. 

o Karen Mann, this is a question for staff, after the changes have been 
completed, could the building be relisted on the Historic Registry?  Staff, 
not sure at this time, the building would need to complete an assessment 
by the State Preservation Office.  Cheri Vaughn, the part of the building in 
question at this time is not part of the original building.  Scarlett 
Boutchyard, the part in questions is facing the waterfront.  Staff, correct.  

o Commission returned to questions concerning the rollup door.  Karen 
Mann, there is currently a rollup door down from the building in question.  
Colleen Knight, the existing door that was already approved is also 
located on the waterfront.  Will this door be installed in an existing 
opening?  Sed Naziri, there use to be an opening at this location 
(referring to picture in agenda packet), the structure is still there, we just 
don’t know what type of door was installed.  The only evidence is that the 
existing opening is 10’ x 10’ that was filled in with blocks.  Kathleen 
Couch, this fits into what was previously in the existing space. Sed Naziri, 
there use to be either a rollup door or a large door.  Kathleen Couch, it 
was a rollup?  Staff, there is no evidence to prove or to disprove that 
there was or was not a rollup door at this opening.  There was some type 
of large door placed in the opening.  Sed Naziri, it is a 10’ x 10’ opening, 
actually two (2) 10’ x 10’ openings beside each other.  Kathleen Couch, 
but, you are only installing one rollup door.  Sed Naziri, yes, installing only 
one, then moving the existing door and installing that door next to the new 
door in the existing opening.  Scarlett Boutchyard, there really is not any 
architectural component to be saved because we are not sure of what 
was originally installed.  Sed Naziri, yes.  Kathleen Couch, there was a 
space for a door and we are putting back a door were it was originally 
installed.  Sed Naziri, the size was 10’ x 10’.  Kathleen Couch, confirmed 
10’ x 10’.  Sed Naziri, yes. 

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for any more questions concerning the 
rollup door. 

o Karen Mann, will the door be metal and glass.  Sed Naziri, yes, metal and 
glass and the glass will be insulated. 
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o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for questions from the Commission and 
audience.  No one came forward.  Chairman brings it back to the Table. 

o Scarlett Boutchyard, are we approving the opening or the opening and 
the door?  Colleen Knight, we approving for installation of the door. 

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for a motion. 

 Kathleen Couch made the following motion: I move that the Historic 
Preservation Commission grant a Certificate of Appropriateness to, 
INA, LLC. to make the above changes on the property located at 157 
West Main Street. This motion is based on the following findings of 
fact: the application is congruous with the Historic Preservation 
Commission Design Guidelines, specifically Chapter 3.4 – Windows 
and Doors, Chapter 3.9 – Rear Elevations and Chapter 3.10 – 
Architectural Details.  Furthermore, this deviates from the Historic 
Preservation Commission Design Guidelines, apparently there was an 
opening of the same size in the past and are approving to remove 
blocks to install the door with the sample door that was presented in 
the agenda packet.  Karen Mann seconded the motion and all voted 6 
in favor and 0 opposed. 

Item C - Introduce 7 Arched Windows on the West Façade of the Newer 
Addition  

o Mr. Sed Naziri returned to the podium to speak about Item C (Introduce 7 
arched windows on the west façade of the newer addition).  Windows on 
the west side of the existing building.  Asking to install seven (7) windows 
that will have the same trim and arch as the existing windows.   

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, (referring to picture enclosed in agenda packet) 
the picture showing the inside of the building, asked Sed Naziri if that was 
what he was referring to in his opening statement? Sed Naziri, yes.  
Karen Mann, are the windows going to be on the west or south side of the 
building?  Staff, they will be on the west side.  During the past Historic 
Preservation Commission meeting the Commission gave approval for 
openings to be cut out on the South elevation.  Referring to the enclosed 
picture, pointing to the windows on the west elevation.  Kathleen Couch, 
the elevation that is facing Stewart Parkway.  Sed Naziri, the building is 
between 100 feet to 120 feet long.  Cheri Vaughn, do you (speaking to 
Staff) consider the windows facing Stewart Parkway?  Staff, it says the 
back of the building.  Karen Mann, but it is the side elevation. 

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for questions from the Commission and 
audience.  No one came forward.  Chairman brings it back to the Table. 

o Collen Knight, thought that this was approved at the last meeting 
(October 1, 2019).  Karen Mann, remembers the discussion that Sed 
Naziri was trying to match the existing openings.  Cheri Vaughn, 
remembers that Sed Naziri was not sure about the number of windows. 

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for a motion. 

 Colleen Knight made the following motion: I move that the Historic 
Preservation Commission grant a Certificate of Appropriateness to, 
INA, LLC. to make the above changes on the property located at 157 
West Main Street. This motion is based on the following findings of 
fact: the application is congruous with the Historic Preservation 
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Commission Design Guidelines, specifically Chapter 3.4 – Windows 
and Doors, Chapter 3.9 – Rear Elevations and Chapter 3.10 – 
Architectural Details.  Kathleen Couch seconded the motion and all 
voted 6 in favor and 0 opposed. 

 

V. Certificate of Appropriateness 

A. Major Works 

1. A request has been made by Mr. Don Perkins for a Certificate of Appropriateness to 
construct an 8’x20’ deck in the back yard of the property located at 405 East Second 
Street. 

o Mr. Don Perkins, came forward and was sworn in.  Don Perkins, stated that he 
wanted to install a deck at the rear of his home.  Referring to the picture 
enclosed in the agenda packet.  Don Perkins came before the Historic 
Preservation Commission last year to obtain a COA to remove a tree from the 
back yard.  The tree has been removed but, the roots from the tree are still 
present.  Don Perkins, wants to place the deck to cover the tree roots. 

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for questions. 

o Scarlett Boutchyard, what type of materials will be used.  Don Perkins, the deck 
will be made out of wood and will resemble the front porch as much as 
possible.   

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for questions from the Commission and 
audience.  No one came forward.  Chairman brings it back to the Table. 

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for a motion. 

 Scot Craigie made the following motion: I move that the Historic 
Preservation Commission grant a Certificate of Appropriateness to Mr. Don 
Perkins to make the above changes on the property located at 405 East 
Second Street. This motion is based on the following findings of fact: the 
application is congruous with the Historic Preservation Commission Design 
Guidelines, specifically Chapter 5.4 – Decks.  Colleen Knight seconded the 
motion and all voted 6 in favor and 0 opposed. 

2. A request has been made by Ms. Linda Hess for a Certificate of Appropriateness to 
install a 10’x12’ shed in the back yard of the property located at 625 East Main Street. 

o Ms. Linda Hess, came forward and was sworn in.  Linda Hess, stated the shed 
will be placed in the right rear of the back yard.  Currently there is no storage 
on the property.  Linda Hess’s neighbor has a view of the water, due to this the 
shed will be placed so it will not block the view for the neighbors. 

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for questions from the Commission. 

o Karen Mann, thanked Linda Hess for a complete and detailed application. 

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for questions from the Commission for and 
audience.  No one came forward.  Chairman brings it back to the Table. 

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for a motion. 

 Scarlett Boutchyard made the following motion: I move that the Historic 
Preservation Commission grant a Certificate of Appropriateness to Ms. 
Linda Hess to make the above changes on the property located at 625 East 
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Main Street. This motion is based on the following findings of fact: the 
application is congruous with the Historic Preservation Commission Design 
Guidelines, specifically Chapter 3.12 – Outbuildings and Accessory 
Structures.  Scot Craigie seconded the motion and all voted 6 in favor and 0 
opposed. 

 Kathleen Couch made the following motion that the Historic Preservation Commission 
recuse Karen Mann from voting on the current issue.  The motion was seconded by 
Colleen Knight and all voted 5 in favor and 0 opposed.  Karen Mann stepped down to 
preset the following COA. 

3. A request has been made by Ms. Karen Mann for a Certificate of Appropriateness 
to remove 3 trees on the property located at 711 Short Drive. 

o Ms. Karen Mann, came forward and was sworn in.  Karen Mann, stated the 
tree in the front yard (yard not facing river) is a River Birch tree that has 
overgrown and has caused crack in the foundation of the house.  The tree 
should have never been planted so close to the house.  The other two trees are 
located in the rear of the house (yard facing river).  Both trees suffered damage 
and have died from the effects of hurricane Florence.  Wayne Woolard, tree 
arborist, has evaluated all three tees (see enclosed email in agenda packet).  
Karen Mann, stated, all three trees will be replaced with either a Holly Tree or 
Dogwood Tree.  Wayne Woolard will help with the location of the new trees 
after the three (3) trees in question are removed.   

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for questions from the Commission. 

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for questions from the Commission for and 
audience.  No one came forward.  Chairman brings it back to the Table. 

o Kathleen Couch, appreciated that Karen Mann obtained as assessment 
concerning the trees. 

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for a motion. 

 Colleen Knight made the following motion: I move that the Historic 
Preservation Commission grant a Certificate of Appropriateness to Mr. 
Karen Mann to make the above changes on the property located at 711 
Short Drive. This motion is based on the following findings of fact: the 
application is congruous with the Historic Preservation Commission 
Design Guidelines, specifically Chapter 4.1 – Landscaping.  Scot 
Craigie seconded the motion and all voted 5 in favor and 0 opposed. 

 Colleen Knight made the following motion that the Historic Preservation Commission 
reinstate Karen Mann to the Historic Preservation Commission.  The motion was 
seconded by Kathleen Couch and all voted 5 in favor and 0 opposed.  Karen Mann 
rejoined the Commission. 

VI. Minor Works 

1. Kathleen Couch made a motion to approve all minor works.  Karen Mann 
seconded the motion and all voted 6 in favor and 0 opposed. 

VII. Other Business  

1. Update Rules and Procedure to change the meeting times from 7:00 PM to 6:00 PM. 

o Staff, at the last meeting the Commission was asked if they would like to change the 
meeting time from 7:00PM to 6:00PM.  Enclosed in the agenda packet is the 
Memorandum for Amending the Rules and Procedures.  This Memorandum does 
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not have to be approved by the City Council, it will need to be approved by the 
Historic Preservation Commission.  The proposal is to move the meeting time to 6:00 
PM.  Staff asked for questions. 

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, when will the change start.  Staff, the next meeting in 
December.   

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for questions from the Commission.  There were no 
questions. 

o Chairman, Cheri Vaughn, asked for a motion. 

 Kathleen Couch made the following motion: I move that the Historic 
Preservation Commission move the meeting of the Historic 
Preservation Commission from 7:00 PM to 6:00 PM as stated in the 
Amending the Rules and Procedures (enclosed in the agenda packet).  
Scot Craigie seconded the motion and all voted 6 favor and 0 opposed. 

o All members initialed the Memorandum – Amending the Rules and Procedures dated 
October 31, 2019. 

2. Fences: Major to Minor Work. 

o Staff, for the past decade Fences had been processed as a Major Work.  Back in 
2009 there was a conversation to change Fences over to be a Major Work.  This 
change was never brought before the City Council.  The Design Guidelines, Chapter 
4.6 - Fences were updated to make a few alterations to specific sections: (1) Fence 
heights for water views.  But, “Appendix A.2 – Major/Minor Works” was never 
changed to represent Fences as a Major Work.  Staff is asking if the Commission 
would like to go back to how the Design Guidelines are currently and process Fences 
as a Minor Works or would the Commission like to make Fences Major Works.  
Enclosed in the agenda packet is the Memorandum – Correction to Appendix A.2 – 
Major/Minor Works to go before the City Council. 

o Cheri Vaughn, what this mean, anytime anyone wants to change would have to 
come before the Commission?  Kathleen Couch, only for new fences.  Staff, correct 
only new fences, technically this was not changed in the Design Guidelines.  
Kathleen Couch, is this what we have been doing?  Staff, correct.  Does the 
Commission want to change the Design Guidelines to represent what you have been 
approving for the last decade or does the Commission want to abide to what the 
Guidelines say and go back to processing Fences as a Minor Works?  That would 
mean that the property owner would still have to come to the Planning Office and 
complete a COA and included with the COA a site plan and pictures and/or drawings 
of the proposed fence.  Scarlett Boutchyard, this will be for a new fence.  Staff, yes, 
new fence.  Scarlett Boutchyard, without the changed Design Guidelines, repairs to 
fences would not be a Minor Works?  Staff, correct.  Scarlett Boutchyard, the change 
to the Guidelines would be for the following: repairs to existing fences would be a 
Minor Work and new fences would be a Major Work.  Staff, correct, this would be 
like an upgrade.  Referring to Exhibit 1 – Existing and Exhibit 2 – Updated Option, 
shows the changes from Minor Work to Major Work and No COA Required to a Minor 
Work.  Scot Craigie, at the Town Meeting it was his interpretation that the 
Commission and the City Council would come together and form a sub-committee 
and review the Guidelines.  Staff, this would probably happen in the future.  Currently 
the Planning Office is updating paperwork and the website and this Appendix A.2 is 
wrong now.  There are so many fences coming before the Historic Commission, if 
Staff started approving fences as Minor Works the Commission would start asking 
questions.  Colleen Knight, as the Guidelines are currently written Fences should be 
processed as a Minor Works, but we (the Commission) have been treating them as 
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Major Works.  Staff, correct.  Colleen Knight, thought that the Commission had 
discussed in the past to changing items that have been Major Works to Minor Works, 
this seems to be going towards the other direction.  Cheri Vaughn, why is this 
changed, was there a problem with fences?  Staff, at that point in time it was not 
recognized that the waterfront is a primary elevation, if we updated the Design 
Guidelines Staff’s recommendation would be to have a section that would discuss 
Primary and Secondary Tertiary Elevations.  Also, at that time a homeowner built a 
6-foot tall wooden privacy fence down their property line and blocked the water view.  
For example, property at 625 which is a waterfront view had to get approval to install 
a shed.  At the same time Staff was able to approve another shed due to that it was 
hidden in the rear of the property and out of the line of sight.  This is what caused 
the change.  Colleen Knight, Minor or Major Works you are not able to have a 6-foot 
tall privacy fence.  Staff, correct, that portion of the Guidelines did get updated that 
states the maximum height of a fence.  Scarlett Boutchyard, when the 6-foot tall 
fence was installed that was a Minor Works and someone approved that as being a 
Minor Works.  Staff, correct.  Cheri Vaughn, now you cannot have a 6-foot tall fence.  
Staff, correct.  Karen Mann, are we not doing what we are supposed to be doing due 
to that we have not updated our Design Guidelines?  If so, does a new fence need 
to come before the Commissions because there is a lot of activity.  Colleen Knight, 
it needs to go to the Planning Office and Staff will review and will decide if application 
would be a Minor Works or Major Works.  This does not need to come before the 
Commission.  Staff understands the Guidelines and is capable of making that 
decision.  This would benefit the public with time and application fee.  Scot Craigie, 
does the Guidelines say that the 6-foot fence is no longer valid?  Staff, back in 2009 
they updated the Design Guidelines that does recognize that you cannot building a 
6-foot wood privacy South of Main Street.  Scarlett Boutchyard, concerning new 
construction of fences, the Guidelines state the materials, height, location and 
elevation, so if it goes before Staff and it meets the requirements it should not come 
before the Commission, only if it deviates from the Guidelines.  Staff, correct.  
Scarlett Boutchyard, is this the way that it is written and not the we have been 
processing fences?  Staff, correct.  Karen Mann, the other problem is “repair and 
replacement” of existing fences, the homeowner will be able to do whatever they 
want, if there is an existing fence on the property and the owner wants to repair the 
owner the owner would not have to come before Staff or the Commission.  Staff, 
correct.  Scot Craigie, but it is usually with like materials and repair would be existing.  
Staff, correct, with houses the owner is required to complete a COA application, if 
they are repairing siding or replacing a roof (that is a Minor Work) and would need a 
COA, currently on Appendix A.2 it states no COA Required.  Scot Craigie, repair of 
existing, he did not think that the owners had to submit a Minor Work.  Scarlett 
Boutchyard, yes you, but not if it is an emergency.  Colleen Knight, property owners 
would need to get a COA for repair a roof, that does not make since.  Karen Mann, 
the Guidelines states repair of existing roof cover no change.  Property owners would 
need to apply for a COA on anything that does not require immediate action.  Staff, 
repairs of existing siding windows, and doors – no change.  This still a Minor Work.  
This is a type of checks and balances to make sure that property owners are not 
using approved materials.  Most of the time if someone calls into the office Staff is 
writing it down on a COA and also logging the phone call.  Scarlett Boutchyard, the 
Commission could still keep new construction of fences within Guidelines as a Minor 
Work, could we add repair to Minor Work instead of making new construction a Major 
Work.  Colleen Knight, could you (Scarlett Boutchyard) just add fences to what you 
(Scarlett Boutchyard) just read.  Staff, the Commission could make the motion to 
change that portion to go before City Council.  Staff, that would be fair to property 
owners.  Another consideration, does the Commission believe that property owners 
will be okay not being notified that a fence is being installed in your neighbor’s yard? 
Cheri Vaughn, if Staff has the Guidelines in place and Staff is following the 
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Guidelines.  Staff, staff would the authority to approve what is stated in the 
Guidelines.  Karen Mann, believes that this will become a problem on the river side 
of the Historic District.  You (Staff) said that a property owner can install a fence on 
their property line going all the way to the river as long as it is not over 4-feet tall, 
this would be approved.  Staff, correct.  Karen Mann, that could potentially block 
someone’s view of the river.  Scarlett Boutchyard, if it came before the Commission, 
we would have to approve the request because it meets the Guidelines.  Karen 
Mann, does the Guidelines states that the fence has to made to where you can see 
thru the fence, for example, a picket fence, iron fence, etc.?  Staff, that would be part 
of the motion.  Cheri Vaughn, that would be in the guidelines?  Staff, yes.  Scot 
Craigie, if still stays as a Minor Work and it still does not meet the Guidelines, then 
it would come before the Commission?  Staff, yes.  Scot Craigie, it means that Staff 
did not approve the request, then it would be up to the Commission? Staff, yes.  
Karen Mann, we need an option “C”.  Staff, the sample motions are included in your 
agenda packets.  Remember these are samples you, the Commission, can make 
any changes. Looking at the second option on the Request for Commission Action, 
after Appendix A2 specifically the repairs be moved to Minor Works. Karen Mann, is 
that existing now.  Staff, no, it does require any action currently.  (TOO MANY 
COMMISSIONERS SPEAKING AT ONE TIME – 44:51)   Karen Mann, there needs 
to be two (2) different line items because we are changing two (2) different items.  
Kathleen Couch, one is construction and one is repair.  Scarlett Boutchyard, we will 
not be changing what is written currently, we would be changing what we have been 
doing incorrectly.  Staff, do 2 motions.  The first motion, stating from this date forward 
the Commission will abide by the existing Design Guidelines and will be processing 
new Fences as Major Works.  The second motion, stating the Commission would 
like to recommend to the City Council to upgrade the repairs to be Minor Works.  
Scarlett Boutchyard, asked to try to make the first motion. 

 Scarlett Boutchyard made the following motion: I move that the Historic 
Preservation Commission uphold the existing and original Appendix A.2 
in the Historic Preservation Commission Design Guidelines specific to 
new fence request, hence forth new request shall be considered as 
Minor Works.  Construction of appropriate fences, walls or hedges.  
Kathleen Couch seconded the motion and all voted 6 favor and 0 
opposed. 

 Scarlett Boutchyard made the following motion: I move that the Historic 
Preservation Commission recommend to City Council to update 
Appendix A.2 in the Historic Preservation Commission Design 
Guidelines which would make the repair or replacement of existing 
feces or walls to be a Minor Work for Staff approval.  Kathleen Couch 
seconded the motion and all voted 6 favor and 0 opposed. 

o All members initialed the Memorandum – Amending the Rules and Procedures dated 
October 31, 2019. 

3. Informational Brochures 

o Staff, at the previous meeting it was requested to make a brochure to be handed 
out.  Enclosed in your agenda packet you will find an updated brochure.  I you would 
like to change anything please advised.  In the past they would be handed out to 
property owners that came into City Hall to turned on their utilities.  The brochure 
has been scaled down to fit on an 8.5” x 11”, it would be printed on a legal size paper 
and folded 4 times.  Karen Mann, it is very nice.  Staff, we are going to print in house.  
Scott Craigie, there needs to be a change concerning fences being six-foot and will 
there be any disclosure concerning river side?  Staff, there is a disclaimer on the 
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brochure.  Remember they are general overviews.  Kathleen Couch, remove the 
vertical wood privacy fence.  Karen Mann, states 4.6.11.  Brochure looks wonderful.  
Cheri Vaughn, thanked the Staff for all their hard work. 

VIII Approval of Minutes – October 1, 2019 

1. Kathleen Couch, Changes to the minutes:  Page 11 of 12, paragraph 1, line 1 – where 
the tree does not reasonable a tree.   Corrected to; where the tree does not resemble 
a tree. 

2. Scarlett Boutchyard, Changes to the minutes:  Page 11 of 12, paragraph 2 line 23 
Boutchyard, should be change also state that the tree must be dead or irreversible 
dead?  Corrected to; Boutchyard, should the change also state that the tree muse be 
dead or diseased dead? 

 Colleen Knight made a motion to approve the September 3, 2019 
minutes.  Kathleen Couch seconded the motion all voted 6 in favor and 
0 opposed. 

X Adjourn. 

3. There being no other business  

 Kathleen Couch made a motion to adjourn.  Scarlett Boutchyard second 
the motion all voted 6 in favor and 0 opposed. 

 


