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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
Regular Scheduled Meeting 

Tuesday, January 5, 2021 – 6:00 PM 

 
Members Present 
Colleen Knight – Chairwoman 
Scot Craigie – Vice-Chairman 
Scarlett Boutchyard 
Kathy Burdi 
Elizabeth Stallings 
Marian P. Booth 
Cheri Vaughn  
 

Members Not Present 
 
 

Others Present 
Mike Dail, Director, Director Community and Cultural Services 

Domini Cunningham, Historic Preservation Planner 
Dawn Maye, Administrative Support Specialist 

 

 
 

DUE TO COVID-19 MEETING WAS CONDUCTED VIA WEBEX. 
 

I. Opening of the meeting 

II. Invocation 

1. A moment of silence was taken. 

III. Roll Call 

1. A silent roll call was taken by staff.  All members were present. 

IV. Old Business 

1. None  

V. Certificate of Appropriateness 

A. Major Works 

1. A request has been made by Glen & Wanda Geisen, owners of 115 N Respess Street, for 
a Certificate of Appropriateness for the demolition of exterior walls that remain after a 
structure fire in June of 2020. 

o Glen Geisen was sworn in by Staff. 

o Chairwoman Colleen Knight, asked Glen Geisen to present his request. 

o Mr. Geisen, purchased the property on Respess Street in December of 2020.  Due to 
the fire in July, 2020 has sustained major damage.  Everything that was rentable has 
been removed by the previous owner.  The remain walls have major structural issues.  
We are asking the HPC to give approval to demolish the building as quickly as 
possible, to prepare the site for new construction.  The structural report was included 
in the agenda packet. 

o Chairwoman Colleen Knight, asked if the Commission had any questions.   
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o Ms. Marian Booth, will the same business going back into the new building.  Mr. 
Geisen, no. 

o Chairwoman Knight, asked for any comments from the public.  There were no 
questions or comments. 

o Chairwoman Knight, asked for a motion. 

 Kathi Burdi, made the motion.  I move that the Historic Preservation Commission 
grant a Certificate of Appropriateness to Glen & Wanda Geisen to make the above 
changes on the property located at 115 N Respess Street.  The motion is based on 
the following Findings of Facts:  the application is congruous with the Historic 
Preservation Commission Design Guidelines specifically, 6.1 – Demolition.  
Marian Booth  seconded the motion.  All voted, 7 in favor and 0 opposed.  The 
request was approved.  Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote: 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
X  Colleen Knight (Not Present)  
X   Scot Craigie  
X  Cheri Vaughn   
X  Kathy Burdi Made the Motion 
X  Scarlett Boutchyard  
X  Elizabeth Stallings  
X  Marian Booth 2nd the Motion 

2. A request has been made by Virginia Finnerty, owner of 400 E Main Street, for a Certificate 
of Appropriateness for the removal of two volunteer trees in the backyard. 

o Ms. Virginia Finnerty was sworn in by Staff. 

o Chairwoman Colleen Knight, asked Ms. Finnerty to present her request. 

o Ms. Finnerty, (referring to the pictures in the agenda packet) the tree that is in question 
is a 3 (three) trees in one and were volunteer trees.  Ms. Finnerty has been leaving at 
this location for the past eleven years.  She thought that the tree was diseased and 
had 2 arborist come to examine the tree.  Both arborist called the trees “dirty” trees.  
They continually drop limbs and leaves.  This type of tree is not recommended for city 
use.  The branches are as big as a soup can in diameter.  Ms. Finnerty is fearful that a 
branch will fall on someone in her family or visitors.  A branch has fallen on her can 
and damaging the front windshield.  Ms. Finnerty quoted the Design Guidelines 
concerning historical significant trees. 

o Chairwoman Colleen Knight, have you had any damage to your home? Ms. Finnerty, 
no, I am not worried about the house, I am worried about people.  Scarlett Boutchyard, 
will you be planting any other type of shrub or trees on the property after removal?  
Ms. Finnerty, I would like to, but not in that spot. 

o Cheri Vaughn, what is the type of tree?  Ms. Finnerty, they are made up of three 
different trees and I do not remember what the name of the trees.  Ms. Vaughn, did the 
arborist give you a report?  Ms. Finnerty, the report would have said that there was 
nothing wrong with the trees and would have charged me $300.00.  I did not think this 
was worth my money.  They are not diseased.  Ms. Vaughn, if were to trim the tree, 
would that solve the problem? Ms. Finnerty, no, the arborist said that they will continue 
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to drop limbs and leaves year around.  Ms. Vaugh, are the limbs rotten, is that the 
reason they are breaking off?  Ms. Finnerty, no they are not rotted, the just break off. 

o Mr. Scot Craigie, the second tree looks as if it has only one side, there is no limbs that 
are close to the other trees.  Ms. Finnerty, you are correct. 

o Ms. Vaughn, do you know the age of the trees?  Ms. Finnerty, I have no idea. 

o Scarlett Boutchyard, (referring to picture in the agenda packet) the tree that is next to 
your vehicle and another tree that looks like it is two in one, is that on your property 
line?  Ms. Finnerty, it much further back almost to the apartments.  Ms. Boutchyard, it 
looks like a similar tree.  Ms. Finnerty, no, it is a pecan tree.  Ms. Boutchyard, the one 
that has ivy, some type of growth that is the other one.  Ms. Finnerty, yes that is the 
three in one.  The one on the right drop branches in the driveway and broke my 
windshield and the one on the left drop branches in the back yard.  It is the branches 
that bother me not the leaves. 

o Ms. Vaughn, the tree that is next to your car (referring to a picture in the agenda 
packet) and the one with ivy growing on the tree are the two that you want to remove.  
Ms. Finnerty, that is correct, the vegetation on the tree is not ivy. 

o Chairwoman Knight, do you have a landscape plan that will show were and the type of 
tree or shrub that will replace the trees.  Ms. Finnerty, have been talking to people, but 
at this time I do not have a plan, I have some ideas. 

o Kathy Burdi, these trees are random trees that have grown over the years and have no 
historical value to the property, is that correct.  Ms. Finnerty, that is correct. 

o Ms. Boutchyard, I respect that, but the Commission would want something from an 
arborist that would describe the trees, to put in the file.  If we are going against a 
guideline, we would need something to verifying that they are not historically significant 
stating that from the Arborist or from Staff.  Ms. Finnerty, what I have to say about that, 
we don’t need an Arborist to tell us that they are not historically significant because 
they were not planted.  No body plants three trees in one, that is an obvious year mark 
that they are a volunteer tree.  The fact that they are growing three in one and growing 
so close to the house.  You do not plant trees so close to a house and regardless to 
what type of the tree they are, they are dropping large branches that could hurt my 
family.  Those two things are enough for me, I am not going to put down a historically 
significant tree.  But these trees are not significant and I am not going to take any 
chances with my family. 

o Scot Craigie, they are considered a “weed tree” almost like a Cotton Wood.  Kathy 
Burdi, she would be liable if someone would get hurt from one of these trees.  Ms. 
Finnerty, I am not worried about the liability, I am more concern about my family. 

o Chairwoman Colleen Knight, asked for any additional questions.  There were no 
questions. 

o Chairwoman Colleen Knight, asked if any from the public would like to speak in favor 
or against the request.  There were no comments or questions. 

o Ms. Vaughn, agrees with Ms. Boutchyard, feel like we need to understand what type of 
trees Ms. Finnerty is proposing to have remove.  Because if we make a point blank 
statement that we can go and cut down and volunteer tree and I am sure that there are 
a lot of volunteer trees in the City and this is an old City and we are going to have 
these trees growing.  We need more detail on what type of tree for documentation 
standpoint for a better understanding.  Scot Craigie, does not know if he agrees with 
Ms. Vaughn’s statement, once we find out that this is a “volunteer tree” or a “weed 
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tree”, Mr. Craigie does not think that will make any difference.  Ms. Vaughn, I don’t 
think that says anywhere in our Guidelines that states if the tree is a “volunteer tree” 
you can cut it down.  Kathy Burdi, but if it is a liability or danger to the public, even if it 
was a historic tree and a health and hazard risk, you would have to consider having it 
removed.   

o Chairwoman Knight, we have agreed to removing historic trees if they were interfering 
with driveways, foundations and fences.  I don’t know if the type of tree is important, it 
is more important the danger that it could cause.  Also, if she is replacing the trees that 
is the most important. 

o Scot Craigie, but if you see three trees growing into one, that is not a normal tree.  Ms. 
Booth, that is not healthy.  Ms. Finnerty, if you would provide me a list of appropriate 
trees I would plant one of those trees.  Ms. Vaughn, we have a list of trees on the 
website.  Ms. Finnerty, I will pick one from that list.  Ms. Vaughn, we need a landscape 
plan or some type indication as far what will be replaced.  Typically, people who come 
before the HPC and want to remove a tree also, present some type of plan of what will 
be planted.  I am just trying to be consistent. 

o Chairwoman Knight, can the Commission place a condition that Ms. Finnerty provide a 
landscape plan to Staff in a reasonable amount of time?  Staff, that would be up to the 
Commission. 

o The majority of the Commission agreed with Chairwoman Knight’s suggestion 
concerning adding a condition to the motion. 

o Ms. Boutchyard, I want to go on record, I am in support of the request.  I am concern 
about not having the documentation that is typically presented for this type of request, 
so that if they are reviewed in the future.   

o Ms. Vaughn, is in agreement, we have to think about precedent. In agreement that the 
trees do need to be removed, we the HPC need to make sure we make our motion, we 
need to state why the HPC is agreeing to remove the trees.  We do need the proper 
documentation. 

o Chairwoman Colleen Knight, asked for a motion. 

o Scot Craigie, it seems like either Cheri or Scarlett need to make the motion if they want 
to put the condition into the motion. 

o Ms. Finnerty, I find a little offensive that I have to go out an and pay $50.00 for the 
COA and additional $200.00 to let you know that these trees are “dirty trees’, they are 
not going to say that they are unhealthy, they are not going to say they are bad trees, it 
is a matter of personal preference and I am not going to risk my family safety.  They 
are Arborist and they are going to tell you if the tree is unhealthy or not and the tree is 
not unhealthy. 

o Elizabeth Stallings, are we asking the Arborist to tell the Commission what type of 
trees they are, what are we asking the Arborist to tell the Commission.  When other 
request came before the Commission they had documentation that the tree was 
diseased.  We know that this tree is not diseased, so what do we need to know?  What 
type of tree? 

o Ms. Boutchyard, asked Staff if he could help?  Staff, typically there is a request to 
remove a tree the request usually has an Arborist report saying that the tree is 
diseased or is dying, Staff can approve as a Minor Work.  Without the Arborist Report 
stating that the tree is diseased or dying or if the Arborist Report states that the tree is 
healthy, it would have to come before the Commission.  As of today the trees is known 
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to be healthy and it has to go before the Commission.  The information about species 
of tree would be required, because we need to know what the new species would be 
planted to make sure of what is going to be replanted is similar to what is being 
removed. 

o Scot Craigie, we did take down a tree.  Staff, that tree was on Academy Street, and we 
did have the species of that tree.  Mr. Craigie, that tree was removed because it was 
too close to another tree.  That was very similar to this request. 

o Ms. Finnerty, my neighbor removed a Magnolia Tree because they were a safety 
hazard to her house.  Mr. Craigie, you can tell that the trees are three trees are 
growing into one and there is one that has only one side.  It is very similar to the pine 
that was removed on Academy Street. 

o Elizabeth Stallings, we are not looking for an actual statement on the health of the tree, 
would it satisfy the Commission if we had some type or letter stating what type of 
specie of the tree.  We are not looking for someone to come out and evaluate the tree, 
which will cost money.  Why not these are the trees and we already have a 
commitment from Ms. Finnerty to plant approved trees.  Would that be acceptable? 

o Chairwoman Knight, I think it would be fine if someone made a motion to add a 
condition that Ms. Finnerty would bring a landscaping plan within the next month to 
show that these are the trees… 

o Ms. Burdi interrupted Chairwoman Knight with the following statement.  These trees 
were randomly planted by nature; they were never part of a landscape plan to begin 
with… 

o Chairwoman Knight interrupted Ms. Burdi and the conversation was not audible. 

o Staff asked the Commission to have one person speak at a time. 

o Chairwoman Knight, if you do not have room for another tree in your yard you can 
donate a tree to the City or plant the tree somewhere else.   

o Staff has looked in to the contingency of planting a tree in a different location or 
donating a tree to the City.  Staff this was discuss and was never adopted.  There were 
concerns about the process and was never approved. 

o Mr. Craigie, asked if he could make a motion.  Chairwoman Knight, yes. 

 Scot Craigie made the following motion:   I move that the Historic Preservation 
Commission grant a Certificate of Appropriateness to Virginia Finnerty to make the 
above changes on the property located at 400 E Main Street.  The motion is based 
on the following Findings of Facts:  the application is congruous with the Historic 
Preservation Commission Design Guidelines specifically, 4.1 – Landscaping.  I 
further move that the Historic Preservation Commission place the following 
conditions upon approval:  That Virginia Finnerty supply documentation as to 
replacement of tree or shrub in the trees place. Elizabeth Stallings  seconded the 
motion.  All voted, 7 in favor and 0 opposed.  The request was approved with 
conditions.  Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote: 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
X  Colleen Knight (Not Present)  
X  Scot Craigie Made the Motion 
X  Cheri Vaughn   
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X  Kathy Burdi  
X  Scarlett Boutchyard  
X  Elizabeth Stallings 2nd the Motion 
X  Marian Booth  

VI. Minor Works 

1. Approval of Minor Works 

o No action was needed from Commission Members  

VII. Other Business  

1. Design Guideline update of outdoor dining requirements – Action Required 

o Staff, there were a few changes based on the Commissions comments for the last 
meeting, everything is mostly the same.  Staff was able to send a survey to the 
Downtown Business Owners.  The survey was available December 21, 2020 until 
January 3, 2021.  Staff presented a Power Point presentation to the Commission.  
During the Power Point Presentation Staff explained the results of the survey. 

o Staff presented comments from the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO).  The 
following are the comments for SHPO. 

a) There comments regulation of use of spaces should not fall under the Historic 
Preservation Commission, but rather within the Zoning Ordinances and it currently 
does, based on the encroachment agreements.  This is already in place. SHOP 

b) SHOP was asking for a definition of “Street Furnishings”.  What does that include?  
For example, table, chairs, umbrellas.  We need to give some examples of what 
“Street Furnishings” include. 

c) Clarification of the wording “Contemporary Style Furnishings”.  This can be viewed 
differently based on interruption.  It would be a good to have a well-defined or 
interruption on what is considered “Contemporary Style Furnishings. 

d) SHOP also commented on “Synthetic Materials”, that may be accessible in some 
of the modern spaces. 

e) Presence of movable furniture may not require HPC approval, because it is not 
considered an exterior feature of a structure. 

o Staff, are any questions for SHPO or from the survey. 

o Scarlett Boutchyard had the following comments and suggestions: 

a) Synthetic Materials, the City has already used this material in the permanent 
benches that have been installed, I think the Commission needs to address 
synthetic materials in the Guidelines 

b) Removable Furniture should be put in at night and is not subject to HPC 
Guidelines, but we need to have it stated that the removable furniture must be 
removed and stored during office business hours. 

o Mr. Craigie, furniture left out overnight can become a safety hazard.  Ms. Boutchyard, 
if the items can be displayed during business hours and removed after business hours 
and then the HPC does not have to rule on it at all that will be great. 
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o Staff, going to back to the rule updates.  The Guidelines will need to update the 
outlining and showing the new use of the location.  If someone would know where to 
look in the Guidelines to find the information. 

o Staff, the Historic Preservation Commission will need a recommendation for Council to 
approve or deny the amendments to the Guidelines as show in the agenda packet. 

o Ms. Boutchyard, what I have seen, but regarding the materials can we add something 
regarding synthetic materials? Stating that they may be approved with a COA, if it is 
removable it is not necessary, but if it is a fixture we will need review. 

o Mr. Craigie, what do you mean by a fixture?  Ms. Boutchyard, it is installed 
permanently and not removed at night.  Ms. Burdi, are you referring to the benches 
that are already installed?  Ms. Boutchyard, I think that they are completely approval, 
but if someone else were to affix something use a similar material but is not congruous 
with the Downtown area, then they would need to come before the Commission for 
approval.  But the removable we do not need to be involved. 

o Staff, something permeant would be treated as a Major Work or would you prefer that 
being a Minor Work.  Mr. Craigie, would that fall in with Storefront and modifying the 
Storefront portion of the Guidelines.  I don’t believe that someone would place 
permeant furniture on a sidewalk.  Mr. Craigie believes that this would fall under the 
Guidelines for Storefronts. 

o Ms. Boutchyard, remember that the City comes for the HPC with their plans not just 
private citizens.  Ms. Vaugh, are we expecting business that have table and chairs on 
the sidewalk to bring them in at night? Chairwoman Knight, I don’t think we have the 
authority to inforce that, if it is a temporary fixture, it can be removed. 

o Staff, it is a concern that furniture will not be removed at night.  The City requires a 5’-
0” to be permitted to allow pedestrians use of the sidewalk.  Ms. Burdi, if restaurants 
have outside dinning at night, you will need to define what is considered night.   

o Ms. Boutchyard, I think it is during non-operating hours and the concern is that now 
there are some businesses that use outdoor furniture that would detract from the 
Historic District, if we actually had authority of outdoor furniture.  If it something that 
can be displayed during business hours and remove after business hours, we (the 
HPC) have no concern.  

o Mike Dail, Director of Community and Cultural Development for the City of 
Washington, this is talking about merchandise that a business owner would like to 
display on the sidewalk to sell, that would have to be removed at night.  Any furniture 
that wants to place on the sidewalk would have to be approved by the HPC and it 
could state overnight but it would have to say a specific location where it has been 
approved. 

o Mr. Craigie, I thought this was not concerning the HPC but more with Zoning. 

o Staff, merchandise has to be removed and outdoor seating and furniture not 
necessarily. 

o Ms. Boutchyard, if the furniture does not have to be removed then the furniture and 
style would have to be approved by the HPC, but if it is removed on a daily basis then 
it does not have to be approved by the HPC. 

o Mr. Dail, no, if they are placing furniture on the sidewalk, it has to be approved by the 
Commission.  That is what the Guidelines in 4.8.3 specifically says. 
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o Staff, quotes Section 4.8.3 of the Historic Design Guidelines. 

o Ms. Boutchyard, the past two (2) years that I have been living in Washington, I have 
never send this type of request come before the Commission.  I know that there has 
been new business that have outdoor furniture, do the business owners know about 
this part of the Design Guidelines? 

o Mr. Dail, we want to get the new ordinance in place and then educate the businesses 
on the new ordinances. 

o Ms. Boutchyard, that means that a business owner that has been operating for over a 
year, we are going to have to tell them, that they cannot do this anymore.  Because it 
has not been communicated or enforced. 

o Chairwoman Knight, what are we voting on tonight?  Staff, you will need to 
recommend the proposed updates to Council or recommend that Council not approved 
the updates. 

o Ms. Boutchyard, I have reviewed the updates and it seems this is more clarification of 
what is in the existing Guidelines, other than possibility some planning Commission 
wording, (for example, ingress, egress).  Nothing that was really different from what we 
have been doing in the Historic District. 

o Mr. Dail, that is correct. 

o Chairwoman Knight, asked if the public had any questions or comments. 

a) Scott Campbell ask to speak. 

Mr. Campbell, thinks that there is some confusion from what Mr. Dail said and what 
Staff read from SHPO.  It was Mr. Campbell understanding that SHPO was saying 
that anything that was removed at night, the HPC did not have to be involved. 

Mr. Campbell and some of the Commission members were confused concerning 
what the HPC need to approve. 

Mr. Campbell was concern about furniture being left out overnight and a wind 
storm comes up and furniture might hit damage property. Mr. Campbell is not in 
favor in leaving anything out overnight.  He proposes the following change:   that 
items that are left outside need to have some type of security. 

o Chairwoman Knight, asked if anyone from the public would like to speak.  There were 
no comments. 

o Mr. Craigie wanted to make an additional comment.  Agrees with Mr. Campbell’s 
proposed addition. 

o Chairwoman Knight, I understood what Mr. Dail said, is that we currently approve 
furniture that will be going on to the sidewalk.  Ms. Boutchyard, that is what Mr. Dail 
said, but that is not what SHPO stated, it seems to be a conflict.  There needs to be 
more clarification. 

o Mr. Campbell, this did come up before the Commission, the former Meeting Place had 
furniture placed in front of the restaurant and that was not allowed.  This has been 
brought before the Commission in the past. 

o Chairwoman Knight, we would need to change the Design Guidelines to say that we 
would not need to approve furniture.  The way it is stated now is that we are required 
to approve furniture before it goes on the sidewalk.  Staff, that is how the Guidelines 
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are currently written.  Would like to remind everyone of the blanket statement from 
SHPO. 

o Mr. Campbell, there is nothing wrong with a business owner coming before 
Commission and /or Staff showing their plan and then the Commission approving the 
plan due to the very liberal use.  You may want to ask that a plan be submitted just so 
there is an understanding of the owner’s concept.  Chairwoman Knight, agrees. 

o Mr. Craigie, should is say:  the plan must go before the Historic Preservation Staff and 
could come before the HPC as a Minor Works, this way Staff and Zoning are one 
regarding to making this happen.  Mr. Campbell, if you put that into the new ordinance, 
agrees.  

o Mr. Campbell, you could say the following:  the use of outdoor furniture by a merchant 
on Main and Market needs to be approved by the HPC Staff. 

o Ms. Boutchyard, ask Staff, if that is a Minor Work now as long as it is an approved 
material and if it was a contemporary design and made out of a material that is not 
approved, only then it would be a Major Work?  Staff, I would have to take a closer 
look at the Design Guidelines. 

o Chairwoman Colleen Knight, asked for a motion. 

o Mr. Campbell wanted to add one more item.  He urges the Commission not to vote on 
a final resolution to go up to Council and wait for a final decision at the next meeting. 

o Mr. Craigie, I think we need to table this item and bring this back at the next meeting. 

o Staff, there is a recommendation to approve or a recommendation to deny.  Mr. 
Craigie, I think this would be denied and bring this back up next month with the 
changes that has been discussed tonight.  Chairwoman Knight, also agrees, do we 
need to make a formal motion or just table the item.   

o Mr. Dail, I think you can vote to continue the item to next month.  But, we need some 
specific direction that you the Commission would like to see in the Guidelines that is 
different from what you see. 

o Mr. Craigie, it is what we have discussed concerning what the state sent concerning 
4.8.3, that it is more a zoning issue than a HPC issue regarding temporary non-
permeant fixture.  Mr. Dail, we are going to need to write some specific standards 
concerning what is allowed, because staff will have to approve.  Mr. Craigie, I thought 
the State said this was a zoning issue.  Mr. Dail, Zoning or just a presentation we are 
the staff that covers zoning.  Do you want no restrictions on what type of furniture is 
allowed or do you want to have some type of say? 

o Ms. Burdi, who determines the size of the furniture.  Mr. Dail, apparently that will be 
the HPC.  Ms. Burdi, size and scale, I would think that would be the City, because the 
sidewalk is not consistent with the size going down the street. 

o Ms. Boutchyard, that has already been addressed with the amount of space that has to 
be left.  It does not matter about the size and scale of the furniture.  As long as the 
right-of-way and the ingress and egress is consistent it does not matter the size of the 
furniture.  Ms. Burdi, there is more to it than just style (Ms. Burdi named off all of the 
different types of styles.) 

o Mr. Dail, that is part of the agreement to use the sidewalk in this manner. 
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o Mr. Craigie, referring to the letter from the state referring to Section 160D-947A.  This 
is pertaining to storefront.  Not sure where this fall, but the letter said that this was not 
a Commission issue. 

o Ms. Boutchyard, seems that we are a little stricter than what SHPO has given 
guidance. 

o Chairwoman Knight, it is in the Guidelines state that we have to approve the furniture. 

o Staff, do you want to change 4.8.3?  Mr. Craigie, I don’t think so. Staff, how would you 
like this to be addressed that it does not have to go before the HPC?  Ms. Boutchyard, 
that it needs to be approved by the staff, if it falls outside of the approve materials.  Mr. 
Craigie, that is the same as any request.  Mr. Boutchyard, 4.8.3 does not say that. It 
states that it has to come before the Commission and Staff cannot make a ruling.  Ms. 
Burdi, can we just say that it needs a COA?  Chairwoman Knight, I think it is okay the 
way it is, we continue to approve sidewalk furniture.  Mr. Craigie, if it is deemed to be a 
Minor Work, then it will keep everyone aware.  Chairwoman Knight, that is what Staff 
was saying, they would need some strict guidelines to tell what would be a Minor Work 
or a Major Work.  Mr. Campbell, as the State has said they are not opposed to 
modern, contemporary style furniture, I think you could say something like, 
contemporary furnishings are allowed and are removed at the end of business. 

o Ms. Boutchyard, can we say for 4.8.3:  any sidewalk furniture or temporary barrier that 
would remain outside after normal business hours must be approved by the Historic 
Preservation Commission.  Mr. Campbell, 4.8.4 states the type of materials that are 
not allowed, then you need to remove 4.8.4, every night it would need to be removed.  
Ms. Burdi, the security needs to be addressed and a list of what can be approved.  Mr. 
Campbell, as long as it is not permanent it can be what every works with their 
business.  Ms. Burdi, I agree. 

o Mr. Campbell continued with suggestions and encouraged the Commission to wait and 
not to send up to Council. 

o Chairwoman Knight, asked Staff if they had enough information to make the changes if 
the Commission would table the changes until next meeting?  Staff, would need to 
review the minutes, but in the motion be very clear pertaining to the material listing as 
a Minor Work. 

o Chairwoman Knight, asked for a motion. 

 Scott Craigie, made a motion to postpone the motion until the next Historic 
Preservation Commission meeting to allow further changes to what is currently in 
the Historic Preservation Design Guidelines.  Scarlett Boutchyard seconded the 
motion.  All voted, 7 in favor and  0 opposed.  The Minutes were approved.  Record 
of vote below. 

 Record of vote: 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
  Colleen Knight (Not Present)  

X  Scot Craigie Made the Motion 
X  Cheri Vaughn   
X  Kathy Burdi  
X  Scarlett Boutchyard 2nd the Motion 
X  Elizabeth Stallings  
X  Marian Booth  
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2. Staff Update-Demolition by Neglect 

o The following address were given to Staff for inspection: 

a) 119 N. Harvey Street 
b) 211 E Main Street 
c) 310 E Second Street 
d) 738 W Main Street 

o Staff inspected the above address with the City of Washington Building Inspector early in 
December.  Three of the properties would qualify.  The only property that did not meet 
the majority of the criteria was 310 E Second Street, there was only painting issues with 
the property.   

o 738 W Main Street has been purchased and Staff has been in contact with the new 
owners.  The new Owners are interested in doing repairs on the room, driveway and two 
trees that are dead.  The back yard has a lot of small trees will be removed with a Minor 
Work if the new property owner decided to do so. 

o 119 N Harvey and 211 E Main Street, Staff is waiting on the completed checklist from 
the Chief Building Inspector. 

o Staff, asked for any questions. 

o Ms. Boutchyard, wanted to give an update on 310 E Second Street.  The current tenant 
has contacted the Mayor, because she will be allowing the Building Inspector access to 
the property for additional issues.  Staff, did speak with Code Enforcement Officer 
concerning this property.  One of the items that needed to be inspected was if there 
were any issues with interior structural supports, at this time there were not exterior 
items. 

o Mr. Scott Campbell, will there be a system in place for adding homes to the list.  Staff, 
you will need to send me the same information as one the first four properties.  Mr. 
Campbell, can this be added to the agenda for updates.  Staff, if you get me the 
information for additional homes. 

VIII. Approval of Minutes – December 1, 2020 

1. Approval of Minutes 

o Chairwoman Colleen Knight, asked if the Commission has reviewed the minutes. 

o Chairwoman Colleen Knight, asked for a motion to approve the Minutes. 

 Scarlett Boutchyard made a motion to approve the December 1, 2020 minutes.  
Scot Craigie seconded the motion.  All voted, 7 in favor and  0 opposed.  The 
Minutes were approved.  Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote: 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
  Colleen Knight (Not Present)  

X  Scot Craigie Made the Motion 
X  Cheri Vaughn   
X  Kathy Burdi  
X  Scarlett Boutchyard 2nd the Motion 
X  Elizabeth Stallings  
X  Marian Booth  
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IX. Adjourn 

1. There being no other business, Chairwoman Colleen Knight, asked for a motion to adjourn 
the meeting. 

 Scot Craigie made a motion to adjourn. Scarlett Boutchyard  second the motion.  
All voted, 7 in favor and 0 opposed.  The meeting was adjourned.  Record of 
vote below. 

 Record of vote: 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
  Colleen Knight (Not Present)  

X  Scot Craigie Made the Motion 
X  Cheri Vaughn   
X  Kathy Burdi  
X  Scarlett Boutchyard 2nd the Motion 
X  Elizabeth Stallings  
X  Marian Booth  

 


