
AUGUST 26, 2021 
3:30 P.M. 

FOURTH FLOOR CONFERENCE ROOM 

AGENDA 

I . WELCOME AND CALL TO ORDER

I I . ROLL CALL

I I I . OLD BUSINESS

1. Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-062, to revise a previously approved rear covered 
deck at 858 Pine Street to remove the roof.

IV. NEW BUSINESS

1. Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-293, to install an 8” by 16” wall sign and a 16” by 24” 
yard sign at 107 West Main Street.

2. Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-298, to demolish the home at 142 Chestnut Street to 
be replaced with a new building.

3. Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-299, to demolish the home at 937+939 Green Street 
then combine the land with adjacent properties.

4. Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-300, to install up to 50 QR code/Identity markers at 
various locations throughout the OWE historic district.

5. Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-303, to install a 22’ by 10’ rear deck at 820 Green 
Street.

V. OTHER BUSINESS

1. Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-295, to build fencing, entry gates, and marker for the 
Old West End Commons, 846 Pine Street.

2. Appeal of CAR COA decision 2021-244, to install roof-mounted solar panels at 918 Green Street.

3. Appeal of CAR COA decision 2021-245, to install roof-mounted solar panels at 154 Chestnut 
Street.

VI. APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM JULY 22,  2021

VII. ADJOURNMENT



 

 
 
 

STAFF REPORT 
DATE: AUGUST 19, 2021 
TO: Commission of Architectural Review 
FROM: Doug Plachcinski, Planning Division Director 
RE:  CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS REVISION – 858 PINE STREET 

APPLICANT’S REQUEST 
Certificate of Appropriateness Request, 2021-62, 
to restore 858 Pine Street. The original proposed 
scope of work includes replacing stairs, adding 
mechanical units, and rebuilding a garden shed. 
The applicant requested to not add the roof to the 
rear deck.  

STAFF EVALUATION 
The CAR Certificate of Appropriateness 
application subject property is the north side of 
Pine Street approximately 620’ feet west of the 
intersection with Jefferson Street.  The applicant’s 
previous approval included a rear deck with a roof 
on it to match the main building’s roof pitch and 
material. 
The relevant sections of the Commission of 
Architectural Design Guidelines include the 
following: 

3.0:  HISTORIC BUILDING 
RESTORATION/RENOVATION GUIDELINES 
H. Recommended 

• Additions to historic buildings are not required to match the original building exactly, but such 
additions should complement the original building in proportions, style and materials. If the 
addition(s) are visible, a complementary and harmonious style is even more important 

I. Not Recommended 
• Additions in a style or with materials, proportions and/or design not in harmony with the 

existing building. (The Secretary of the Interior’s Standard suggest that an addition should be 
“compatible but differentiated”.) 

Figure 1 – Street view of 858 Pine Street. 



STAFF REPORT 

MEETING DATE: AUGUST 26 ,  2021 

RE: CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS REQUEST – 107 W MAIN ST 

APPLICANT’S REQUEST 
Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-293, to install an 8” by 16” wall sign and a 16” by 24” 
yard sign at 107 West Main Street. 

STAFF EVALUATION 
The CAR certificate of appropriateness application subject property is on the southside side of Main 
Street just west of the South Main Street intersection.  
The relevant sections of the Commission of Architectural Design Guidelines include the following: 
7.B.1. Sign Type, Placement and Size

Freestanding Signs: Small freestanding signs of 16 square feet or less and standing no more than 8 
feet high are allowed for buildings set back from the right of way if the space in front of the building 
allows it without obscuring the architecture or dominating the space.  
Building Mounted Flat signs: Building signs for commercial/retail buildings are to be mounted flat to 
the building or painted on the building and limited to 32 square feet per business (i.e. two businesses 
on a longer storefront would each have a sign). 
ATTACHMENTS 
 Application











 

 
 
 

STAFF REPORT 

MEETING DATE: AUGUST 26, 2021 

RE:  CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS REQUEST – 142 CHESTNUT ST 

APPLICANT’S REQUEST 
Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-
298, to demolish the home at 142 Chestnut 
Street to be replaced with a new building. 

STAFF EVALUATION 
The request demolishes the existing historic 
resource.  There are guidelines and 
ordinance sections that pertain to 
demolitions.  

The relevant sections of the Commission of 
Architectural Design Guidelines include the 
following: 

D. Criteria for Restoration/Renovation vs. 
Demolition 

Before discussing subcategories of buildings, 
a discussion of the criteria for saving or 
demolishing buildings may be valuable. The 
reader is also referred to Article 3R, Section C, Item 13 (Provisions for Demolition) of the Code of the City of 
Danville, VA, 1986, as amended. 

Demolition is always a controversial and emotional subject. There are those who think it is essential to save 
every building, and there are those who think vacant and deteriorating buildings should be demolished. Neither 
position is particularly useful or productive. There are strong arguments for saving as many historic buildings 
as possible: 

• It would be financially implausible if not impossible to replace almost any historic building with a  
comparable new building; 

• Historic buildings embody the history of the City and its people; 
• Historic buildings and historic districts are a powerful draw for tourism, population growth, and 

business recruitment, not only for the district itself, but for the entire community.  

With the abundance of square footage available in historic buildings in Danville, some decisions will have to be 
made about how best to preserve buildings. It is noteworthy that the OWE was created as a reaction to 
demolishing some of the homes on what is now known as “Millionaires’ Row.”  

It is unfortunately certain that not all can be saved, so criteria must be established to allow the City and the 
CAR to make informed decisions. Many of the criteria are the same ones that are used to evaluate whether a 
building is worthy of individual listing on the Historic Register, and others have to do with the urban design form 
of the area in which the building is located. A list of possible criteria are as follows: 

• What is the architectural merit of the building? 
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• What is the historic significance of the building? 
• What is the rarity of the style or workmanship of the building (are there many other examples or 

none)? 
• What is the condition of the building, and if it is seriously deteriorated, how financially feasible is it to 

restore/renovate (i.e. is the cost of rehabilitation likely to be much higher than the probable sale value 
of the building, even with tax credits and other incentives)?  

• How does the building relate to other buildings around it? For instance, a less significant building that 
forms part of an otherwise intact block or urban corridor is more valuable than one standing alone on 
an otherwise vacant block. And a corner building can be an essential visual anchor for a block or 
neighborhood.  

• Are there any restraints on reuse imposed by limitations of the building itself? How might these be 
overcome, and will the cost of overcoming these limitations make a project financially implausible? 
Examples might be difficult interior layout or a building with serious environmental issues.  

• Is there a new use planned (e.g. in an adjacent building) that requires the land on which a less 
significant, deteriorated, or otherwise endangered building is located? If the new use is economically 
significant to the City, then these questions should at least be asked. 

In the City Code: 

Chapter 41, HP-O. C.3. 

3.Considerations for Demolition and Razing: In reviewing an application to raze or demolish a site, object 
building or structure in the HP-O District, the Review Commission shall consider the following: 

A. The public effect of removing or razing a building of historic or architectural interest. 
B. The effect on adjoining historic district properties of removing a building of historic or architectural 

interest. 
C. The impact of such removal on the Comprehensive Plan's goals for historic preservation and district 

development. 
D. Whether or not the building is of such old and unusual or uncommon design, texture, and/or material 

that it could not be reproduced or reproduced only with great difficulty or expense. 
E. The design and development criteria as included in the City's Historic District Design Guidelines with 

amendments thereto as may be adopted from time to time. 
F. The ability of the owner to put one's property to reasonable and beneficial use. 

AND 

13. Provisions for Demolition and Razing: In addition to the right of appeal herein set forth, the owner of a site, 
object, building or structure within the HP-O District, the razing of which is subject to the provisions of this 
district shall, as a matter of right be entitled to raze or demolish such site, object, building or structure provided 
that: 

A. The owner has applied to the Commission of Architectural Review for such right. 
B. The owner has for the period set forth in the time schedule hereinafter contained and at a price 

reasonably related to its fair market value, made a bona fide offer to sell such site, object, building or 
structure and the land pertaining thereto to whomever gives reasonable assurance that it is willing to 
preserve and restore the landmark, building, or structure and the land pertaining thereto. 

C. That no bona fide contract, binding upon all parties thereto, shall have been executed for the sale of 
any such landmark, building or structure and the land pertaining thereto, prior to the expiration of the 
applicable time period set forth in the time schedule hereinafter contained. Any appeal which may be 
taken to court from the decision of the governing body, whether instituted by the owner or by any other 
proper party, notwithstanding the provision heretofore stated relating to a stay of the decision appealed 
from, shall not affect the right of the owner to make the bona fide offer to sell referred to above. 
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D. No offer to sell shall be made more than one year after a final decision by the governing body, but 
thereafter the owner may renew his request to the governing body to approve the razing or demolition 
of the historic landmark, building or structure. The time schedule for offers to sell shall be as follows: 
1) Three (3) months when the offering price is less than twenty-five thousand dollars; 
2) Four (4) months when the offering price is twenty-five thousand dollars or more but less than forty 

thousand dollars; 
3) Five (5) months when the offering price is forty thousand dollars or more but less than fifty-five 

thousand dollars or more but less than seventy-five thousand dollars; 
4) Six (6) months when the offering price is fifty-five thousand dollars or more but less than seventy-

five thousand dollars; 
5) Seven (7) months when the offering price is seventy-five thousand dollars or more but less than 

ninety thousand dollars; and 
6) Twelve (12) months when the offering price is ninety thousand dollars or more. 

E. During the timeframe for the offer to sell, the Review Commission may take steps as deemed 
necessary to preserve, acquire or relocate the buildings, structures or appurtenant elements in accord 
with the purposes of this article, including, but not limited to, coordination with public agencies, civic 
groups and citizens. 

The code requires that the owner apply to the CAR prior to the timeframe for offers to sell begins.  The CAR 
should evaluate the proposal against the considerations for demolition and razing. 

Additionally, the applicant requests to rebuild the non-conforming building on the same footprint, which is not 
consistent with the non-conforming building provisions in the code.  If the CAR grants the COA, I strongly 
advise that the 6’ setback should be observed on the right side of the proposed new building to provide light, 
air, and adequate fire separation from the home at 140 Chestnut.   

ATTACHMENTS 

 Application 























































































STAFF REPORT 

MEETING DATE: AUGUST 26, 2021 

RE:  CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS REQUEST – 937 and 939 GREEN ST 

APPLICANT’S REQUEST 
Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-
299, to demolish the home at 937+938 Green 
Street then combine the land with adjacent 
properties.. 

STAFF EVALUATION 
The request demolishes the existing historic 
resource.  There are guidelines and 
ordinance sections that pertain to 
demolitions.  

The relevant sections of the Commission of 
Architectural Design Guidelines include the 
following: 

D. Criteria for Restoration/Renovation vs.
Demolition

Before discussing subcategories of buildings, 
a discussion of the criteria for saving or 
demolishing buildings may be valuable. The reader is also referred to Article 3R, Section C, Item 13 
(Provisions for Demolition) of the Code of the City of Danville, VA, 1986, as amended. 

Demolition is always a controversial and emotional subject. There are those who think it is essential to save 
every building, and there are those who think vacant and deteriorating buildings should be demolished. Neither 
position is particularly useful or productive. There are strong arguments for saving as many historic buildings 
as possible: 

• It would be financially implausible if not impossible to replace almost any historic building with a
comparable new building;

• Historic buildings embody the history of the City and its people;
• Historic buildings and historic districts are a powerful draw for tourism, population growth, and

business recruitment, not only for the district itself, but for the entire community.

With the abundance of square footage available in historic buildings in Danville, some decisions will have to be 
made about how best to preserve buildings. It is noteworthy that the OWE was created as a reaction to 
demolishing some of the homes on what is now known as “Millionaires’ Row.”  

It is unfortunately certain that not all can be saved, so criteria must be established to allow the City and the 
CAR to make informed decisions. Many of the criteria are the same ones that are used to evaluate whether a 
building is worthy of individual listing on the Historic Register, and others have to do with the urban design form 
of the area in which the building is located. A list of possible criteria are as follows: 

• What is the architectural merit of the building?
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• What is the historic significance of the building? 
• What is the rarity of the style or workmanship of the building (are there many other examples or 

none)? 
• What is the condition of the building, and if it is seriously deteriorated, how financially feasible is it to 

restore/renovate (i.e. is the cost of rehabilitation likely to be much higher than the probable sale value 
of the building, even with tax credits and other incentives)?  

• How does the building relate to other buildings around it? For instance, a less significant building that 
forms part of an otherwise intact block or urban corridor is more valuable than one standing alone on 
an otherwise vacant block. And a corner building can be an essential visual anchor for a block or 
neighborhood.  

• Are there any restraints on reuse imposed by limitations of the building itself? How might these be 
overcome, and will the cost of overcoming these limitations make a project financially implausible? 
Examples might be difficult interior layout or a building with serious environmental issues.  

• Is there a new use planned (e.g. in an adjacent building) that requires the land on which a less 
significant, deteriorated, or otherwise endangered building is located? If the new use is economically 
significant to the City, then these questions should at least be asked. 

In the City Code: 

Chapter 41, HP-O. C.3. 

3.Considerations for Demolition and Razing: In reviewing an application to raze or demolish a site, object 
building or structure in the HP-O District, the Review Commission shall consider the following: 

A. The public effect of removing or razing a building of historic or architectural interest. 
B. The effect on adjoining historic district properties of removing a building of historic or architectural 

interest. 
C. The impact of such removal on the Comprehensive Plan's goals for historic preservation and district 

development. 
D. Whether or not the building is of such old and unusual or uncommon design, texture, and/or material 

that it could not be reproduced or reproduced only with great difficulty or expense. 
E. The design and development criteria as included in the City's Historic District Design Guidelines with 

amendments thereto as may be adopted from time to time. 
F. The ability of the owner to put one's property to reasonable and beneficial use. 

AND 

13. Provisions for Demolition and Razing: In addition to the right of appeal herein set forth, the owner of a site, 
object, building or structure within the HP-O District, the razing of which is subject to the provisions of this 
district shall, as a matter of right be entitled to raze or demolish such site, object, building or structure provided 
that: 

A. The owner has applied to the Commission of Architectural Review for such right. 
B. The owner has for the period set forth in the time schedule hereinafter contained and at a price 

reasonably related to its fair market value, made a bona fide offer to sell such site, object, building or 
structure and the land pertaining thereto to whomever gives reasonable assurance that it is willing to 
preserve and restore the landmark, building, or structure and the land pertaining thereto. 

C. That no bona fide contract, binding upon all parties thereto, shall have been executed for the sale of 
any such landmark, building or structure and the land pertaining thereto, prior to the expiration of the 
applicable time period set forth in the time schedule hereinafter contained. Any appeal which may be 
taken to court from the decision of the governing body, whether instituted by the owner or by any other 
proper party, notwithstanding the provision heretofore stated relating to a stay of the decision appealed 
from, shall not affect the right of the owner to make the bona fide offer to sell referred to above. 
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D. No offer to sell shall be made more than one year after a final decision by the governing body, but 
thereafter the owner may renew his request to the governing body to approve the razing or demolition 
of the historic landmark, building or structure. The time schedule for offers to sell shall be as follows: 
1) Three (3) months when the offering price is less than twenty-five thousand dollars; 
2) Four (4) months when the offering price is twenty-five thousand dollars or more but less than forty 

thousand dollars; 
3) Five (5) months when the offering price is forty thousand dollars or more but less than fifty-five 

thousand dollars or more but less than seventy-five thousand dollars; 
4) Six (6) months when the offering price is fifty-five thousand dollars or more but less than seventy-

five thousand dollars; 
5) Seven (7) months when the offering price is seventy-five thousand dollars or more but less than 

ninety thousand dollars; and 
6) Twelve (12) months when the offering price is ninety thousand dollars or more. 

E. During the timeframe for the offer to sell, the Review Commission may take steps as deemed 
necessary to preserve, acquire or relocate the buildings, structures or appurtenant elements in accord 
with the purposes of this article, including, but not limited to, coordination with public agencies, civic 
groups and citizens. 

The code requires that the owner apply to the CAR prior to the timeframe for offers to sell begins.  The CAR 
should evaluate the proposal against the considerations for demolition and razing. 

The CAR may wish to ask why this site is proposed for disposal between adjacent properties while the 142 
Chestnut site is proposed for a new building.   

ATTACHMENTS 

 Application 











































STAFF REPORT 

MEETING DATE: AUGUST 26, 2021 

RE:  CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS REQUEST – Various locations  

APPLICANT’S REQUEST 

Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-300, to install up to 50 QR code/Identity markers at various 
locations throughout the OWE historic district. 

STAFF EVALUATION 
The OWE guidelines do not address this type of marker system.  The signs are allowed within the zoning 
ordinance sign regulations. 

ATTACHMENTS 

 Application

















STAFF REPORT 
DATE: AUGUST 26, 2021 
TO: Commission of Architectural Review 
FROM: Doug Plachcinski, Planning Division Director 
RE:  CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS REQUEST –820 GREEN STREET 

APPLICANT’S REQUEST 
Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-303, 
to install a 22’ by 10’ rear deck at 820 Green 
Street.  

STAFF EVALUATION 
The relevant sections of the Commission of 
Architectural Design Guidelines include the 
following: 

3.0:  HISTORIC BUILDING 
RESTORATION/RENOVATION GUIDELINES 
All additions and renovations to existing structures 
should as much as possible complement the 
original elements in terms of material, size, shape, 
texture and color. 

ATTACHMENTS 
 Application

Figure 1 – approximate deck location 820 Green Street. 









STAFF REPORT 

MEETING DATE: AUGUST 26, 2021 

RE:  CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS REQUEST – 846 PINE ST 

APPLICANT’S REQUEST 
Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-295, to build fencing, entry gates, and marker for the Old West 
End Commons, 846 Pine Street. 

STAFF EVALUATION 
The relevant sections of the Commission of Architectural Design Guidelines include the following: 

D 

H. COA Required
Entire Site Plans: A professionally prepared and measured site plan of any major site work for new 
construction or significant renovation to existing sites must be approved by the OWE and then by the 
relevant City agencies.  
Partial Site Plans. City staff will determine the designation for partial site plans as either major or 
minor. Major changes might include such elements as reconfigured parking, or the addition of 
retaining walls, freestanding walls and/or fences. These must be approved first by the CAR and then 
by other agencies as appropriate. Minor changes might include new planting beds, minor 
landscaping improvements, or removal of existing trees endangering a structure. These may be 
approved at staff level.  
ATTACHMENTS 

 Application



CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS APPLICATION 

Article 3.R.C.1. 

No zoning, site plan, subdivision plat, or building permit shall be issued for the erection, 

reconstruction, exterior alteration, restoration, rehabilitation, razing, relocation or 

demolition of any building, structure, signs, fences, walls, light fixtures, accessory 

buildings, pavements, grading, site improvements, significant landscaping features or 

other appurtenant element in an HP-O District unless and until such building or site 

element has been approved by the issuance of a Certificate of Appropriateness by the 

Commission of Architectural Review for the City.   

INFORMATION TO BE PROVIDED BY PLANNING DIVISION 

Application Number:  CAR Date:  

Date submitted:  Received by: 

Tax Map Number:  Zoning Map Number: 

Architectural Inventory Rating: Zoning District:  

Additional Zoning Information: 

All buildings, structures or improvements located in the Old Westend Historic District and visible from a public right-of-way shall not 
be located, constructed, reconstructed, altered, or repaired unless a Certificate of Appropriateness has been issued by the Commission 

DANVILLE 

COMMISSION OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 

POST OFFICE BOX 3300 DANVILLE, VIRGINIA (434) 799-5260



of Architectural Review.  The Commission meets once a month on the fourth Thursday of the month at 3:30 P.M. in the fourth floor 
City Council Conference Room located in the Municipal Building.  All questions or applications should be submitted to the Planning 
Division, located on the second floor of the Municipal Building, 427 Patton Street, Room 207, Danville, VA 24541; (434)-799-5260.  
As of July 1, 2018 a $26.00 fee will be required for each application submitted for review. 

INFORMATION TO BE PROVIDED BY APPLICANT 
Important-Please read before completing application 

a) All questions on this application must be fully answered
b) The application must be signed by the property owners or representative with written

authorization by the owner
c) A drawing, photo, plan or sketch of proposed project with dimensions

Have you read and understand the Design Guidelines for the Historic Overlay District of Danville, Virginia? __________ 

Are you aware of the federal/state tax credits and Real Estate Abatement program available for potential 
reimbursement/credit of money used during substantial rehabilitation projects? __________________________________ 

Would you like more information about these programs? ______________ 

Which one(s)? _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Property Location: 

Name of Applicant: _________________________________________________________________________________  

Applicant’s Address: ________________________________________________________________________________ 

Applicant’s Phone Number:      Email Address: ________________________________ 

Work Proposed (please circle one):  Alteration/addition/rehabilitation/new construction/sign 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Type of material(s) to be used:   

Signature of Property Owner (if not applicant) Signature of Applicant 

paul@liepe.com
Typewritten text
Yes

paul@liepe.com
Typewritten text
Pine Street, PID 22114, former 846 Pine Street 

paul@liepe.com
Typewritten text
Friends of the Old West End 

paul@liepe.com
Typewritten text
926 Main Street, Danville, VA

paul@liepe.com
Typewritten text
434-228-0666

paul@liepe.com
Typewritten text
info@oldwestendva.com

paul@liepe.com
Typewritten text
Erect fencing, entry gates, and marker for the Old West End Commons

paul@liepe.com
Typewritten text
Antique iron fence sections on new steel posts



Article 3RC6 Application Submission Requirements: In consideration of a complete application, the Planning 
Director and the Review Commission may require any or all of the following information and any other 
materials as may be deemed necessary for its review: 

A. Statement of proposed use and user.
B. Statement of estimated construction time.
C. Photographs and maps relating proposed use to the surrounding property and/or the corridor on which it is
located.
D. Site plan drawings, prepared to meet the City site development plan submission requirements for a
Preliminary Site Plan or Preliminary Subdivision Plat, and other exhibits showing the location of the existing
and proposed building and site improvements, including:
(1) Existing property boundaries, building placement and site configuration;
(2) Existing topography and proposed grading;
(3) Location of parking, pedestrian access, signage, exterior lighting, fencing and other site improvements;
(4) Relationship to adjacent land uses;
(5) Proposed site improvements, including location of parking, access, signage, exterior lighting, fencing,
buildings and structures and other appurtenant elements;
(6) Proposed building color and materials;
(7) Relationship of building and site elements to existing and planned corridor development;
(8) Relationship of parking, pedestrian facilities, and vehicular accessways to existing and planned corridor
development; and
(9) Other site plans and subdivision plats as may be required by Danville for development approval.
E. Architectural drawings showing plan view and elevations of new planned construction or renovations,
including drawings of original building.
F. A landscaping and buffer plan.
G. Designs for exterior signing, lighting and graphics, to include description of materials, colors, placement
and means of physical support, lettering style and message to be placed on signs.
H. Graphic exhibits depicting compliance with other design elements.



Friends of the Old West End (FOWE), the nonprofit neighborhood organization for the 

historic district, contracted with the City of Danville in 2019 to make improvements in 

the marketability of Housing Authority-owned properties on Pine Street and improve 

the overall appearance of that street.  This Pine Street Improvement Project was 

conducted in parallel with the contract between FOWE and the City to advertise and 

solicit offers to purchase, rehab, and reside in deteriorating historic district properties. 

Initially, Pine Street Improvement funds were used to clear dangerous trees and excess 

vegetation from the properties. This assisted in placing eight properties in private hands 

for rehabilitation. Five properties remain available for sale. 

Somewhat earlier, FOWE recognized the potential to preserve and utilize opens pace 

located between Pine Street and Jefferson Avenue.  With support from the Danville 

Regional Foundation internship program, neighborhood charrettes were conducted in 

2018 to develop a conceptual design for that open space. 

In 2020, FOWE persuaded First Baptist Church to donate their unused lands between in 

that area to the City for the purpose of creating the Old West End Commons – an area 

belonging to and affecting both the neighborhood and the City as a whole.  With private 

donations in support of the work, the City surveyed the area and joined it with a vacant 

lot – the former 846 Pine Street.  This lot is now the entrance to the Commons.  A plan 

for the fence / gates and a survey plat is attached. 

While much work remains to be done to bring the vision for the Commons to reality, 

FOWE and the City determined to use funds available from the Pine Street Improvement 

Project to mark the entrance with antique monumental fence sections and gates.  It is 

also intended that this entrance area include a stone marker recognizing the major 

private donors to this effort.  

The fence and gates are being erected coincident with the application.  A photo of the 

progress through August 12 is also attached. 





 

 



STAFF REPORT 
DATE: AUGUST 26, 2021 
TO: Commission of Architectural Review 
FROM: Doug Plachcinski, Planning Division Director 
RE:  COA 2021-244 APPEAL  

Appeal of CAR COA decision 2021-244, to install roof-mounted solar panels at 918 Green Street. 
The Planning Division Director / Zoning Administrator will provide a verbal update on the appeal. 

Appeal of Review Commission Decision: 
A. Any person aggrieved by any decision of the Review Commission may appeal such decision

to the City Council, provided that such appeal is filed within thirty (30) calendar days from the
date of notification of Review Commission decision.

B. The appeal shall be filed with both the City Council and the Review Commission, stating in
writing the reasons therefore.

C. The City Council shall consult with the Review Commission in relation to any appeal and may
require documentation of any Review Commission decision prior to hearing the appeal.

D. The City Council may affirm, reverse or modify the Review Commission decision and shall
notify the Director of Planning/Zoning Administrator of its action.



STAFF REPORT 
DATE: AUGUST 26, 2021 
TO: Commission of Architectural Review 
FROM: Doug Plachcinski, Planning Division Director 
RE:  COA 2021-245 APPEAL  

Appeal of CAR COA decision 2021-245, to install roof-mounted solar panels at 154 Chestnut Street. 
The Planning Division Director / Zoning Administrator will provide a verbal update on the appeal. 

Appeal of Review Commission Decision: 
A. Any person aggrieved by any decision of the Review Commission may appeal such decision

to the City Council, provided that such appeal is filed within thirty (30) calendar days from the
date of notification of Review Commission decision.

B. The appeal shall be filed with both the City Council and the Review Commission, stating in
writing the reasons therefore.

C. The City Council shall consult with the Review Commission in relation to any appeal and may
require documentation of any Review Commission decision prior to hearing the appeal.

D. The City Council may affirm, reverse or modify the Review Commission decision and shall
notify the Director of Planning/Zoning Administrator of its action.



COMMISSION OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 

                                                     JULY 22, 2021 

Members Present Members Absent Staff 
Robert Stowe Robin Crews Doug Plachcinski 
Susan Stilwell  Lisa Jones 
Jackson Weller  Ryan Dodson 
Robert Weir 
   

   
Ms. Crews called the meeting to order at 3:30 p.m. 

ITEMS FOR PUBLIC HEARING 

1. Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-225, to install a side yard privacy 
fence at 936 Main Street. 

Mr. Weir opened the Public Hearing.   
Present to speak on behalf of this request was Amy Whitehouse, owner of 936 Main 
Street. Ms. Whitehouse stated, I have a very difficult neighbor by the name of Tim 
Norton, and he has harassed me since I have lived there for nine years. I got a 
restraining order thankfully from Judge Stilwell and I tried to get another one the other 
day, but I was not successful. What he did, he waited until I went away to Greensboro 
and I came home he had chopped down some trees that I had planted seven years ago 
as a privacy hedge because he had a habit of coming out and walking all around my 
windows which are on the first floor there. I decided the way to keep his interests at bay 
was to plant these trees. I bought about two thousand dollars’ worth of trees and they 
were immature at the time but when Mr. Norton took his chainsaw to them, they were 
like eight years old or nine. They had grown and it would be expensive to replace them 
according to this man here who gave me a letter because of the way they were cut. 
These are the trees lying on the curb when I came home, and they were planted two 
feet from the property line. He had to get over with his chainsaw and cut them totally off, 
and he trespassed on my property to do this to begin with. When I applied, I asked you 
for a wooden fence and I was so excited when I asked but I don’t think that would be in 
keeping with the property. I don’t think it would look right and I don’t think it would be 
anything that would add to the property and I don’t think it would look right. So, what I 
would like to do if I could get the permission to within my property line and I had a 
picture of it, but I forgot to bring it. It is a white brick wall, and it is eight feet high, and 
this is going to cost about ten thousand dollars to keep this guy out. It will be eight feet 
high and seventy-four feet long, make it first those blocks and then covered it with those 
bricks and whitewash them, so it would be in keeping them with the status of the house. 
I looked around at home depot and those places and the wooden fences that run along 



they don’t look right. They wouldn’t be attractive and not only that it would not add to the 
value of the property. I thought maybe I better find out what the rules were considering 
that is an old house. 

Mr. Fred Meder stated we have had problems with Tim Norton in the past and he has 
built decks in the past without permits and they city does not have the courage to go 
after him. They have no documentation of before or after and even though I lived on the 
street and saw it happen, the city continues to fund this man. This lady is going to need 
all the help that she can get. 

Ms. Ann Williams stated I want to ask Amy will your wall extend all the way to the end of 
your property or to the end of your house? 

Ms. Whitehouse stated I would extend along the side of the property and back to that 
cement divider there which is seventy-four feet.  

Ms. Williams stated it would end at the sidewalk? 

Ms. Whitehouse stated it would start at the sidewalk in the front; that is the whole idea. 
We would start at the sidewalk along at the front by the gate. I don’t want it to be wide, 
just eight feet high and then I will put some plants or something on top of it. 

Ms. Williams stated in general I approve of the guidelines that we already have but I 
have complete sympathy with Amy over Mr. Norton. 

Mr. Plachcinski stated if I could point out that Ms. Whitehouse is amending her request. 
The front yard fence, so the portion of any privacy fence in front of the house, can only 
be four feet tall. 

Mr. Weir closed the Public Hearing. 

Mr. Weir stated we need some guidance on this? 

Mr. Plachcinski stated the standard says fencing should not exceed thirty to forty-eight 
inches in front yards and six feet inside and rear yards and additional two feet of open 
work may be added to the top of the six-fence wood fence. 

Mr. Weir stated we are talking about an eight-foot brick fence. 

Mr. Plachcinski stated right.  

Mr. Stowe stated the limitation would be six feet.  

Mr. Plachcinski stated apparently, I would say that the commission may have latitude to 
add the ability to allow open work on top of the six feet of brick but that should not go 
over fifty percent of capacity. We are going on the facts in this case and this item. Just 



because the commission may have approved something in some other location does 
not obligate them to approve the request here. I am very sympatric to Ms. Whitehouse 
issues, but she has not provided any sort of exhibit other than a verbal description of 
what she wants to do.  

Ms. Whitehouse stated I have some pictures that I took of a fence that I saw when I was 
out driving in North Carolina. It is about this wide, but it has little white bricks and then 
you paint it all white and then it will be the same trim as my house. It looks kind of like 
an old country place like.  

Mr. Plachcinski stated I think it may be prudent to consider tabling or adjourning at this 
time until you are able to line up the contractor or bring an example of what you would 
like to do. 

Ms. Whitehouse stated I guess that is a possibility. I have to find somebody that builds 
brick walls, but I don’t know anybody right now. I just wanted to do something to keep 
this man out of my hair. What are you suggesting? 

Ms. Stilwell stated are you talking on the driveway? 

Ms. Whitehouse stated no not the driveway that is next to Mr. Liepe’s house. I don’t 
have a driveway. I have two feet and four inches. I have my deed and I looked it up. I 
planted the trees two feet inside and I was going to go right outside the tree line with the 
wall. 

Ms. Stilwell stated I think it would be helpful if you would bring us something then we 
would be able to approve. We don’t want to approve something, especially something 
as permanent as a brick wall and then it is in violation and you are forced to take it 
down. 

Ms. Whitehouse stated I don’t want to do that. I’m trying to do this in a way that will 
minimize any misunderstandings or any additional economic involvement here, but it is 
going to be expensive enough the way that it is. If I put a wooden fence of some kind, it 
wouldn’t look right and it wouldn’t be in keeping with the houses along the avenue there.  

Ms. Stilwell made a motion to postpone this request until Ms. Whitehouse brings 
a picture or other exhibit of what she is trying to do.  Mr. Stowe seconded the 
motion. The motion was approved by a 4-0 vote.  

2. Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-244, to install roof-mounted solar 
panels at 918 Green Street. 

Mr. Weir opened the Public Hearing. 



Present to speak on behalf of this request was Fred Meder, owner of 918 Green Street. 
Mr. Meder stated we would like to fix up our house and keep it going for another fifty 
years and that’s the plan. The only way to do that is to continue to push the technology. 
Are there any questions? 
Ms. Stilwell stated where are they going to be mounted? 
Mr. Meder stated it’s shown in the packet and it’s on the roof. 
Ms. Stilwell stated with what façade? 
Mr. Weir stated it is going to be all over. 
Mr. Meder stated here is a picture of my house from the middle of the street. You can’t 
see the roof unless you are turning the corner of Holbrook. 
Mr. Weir stated it is awful hard to see that roof. 
Ms. Stilwell stated I’m sorry I saw this and had forgotten and it’s one of the loveliest 
backyards that I have ever seen. 
Mr. Paul Liepe stated I don’t think Mr. Meder’s statement is correct in his mention that 
you cannot see the road if you are standing directly in front of this house. However, from 
most of Holbrook through Sutherlin Avenue a portion of the roof that he is proposing to 
mount panels is quite visible. I have a sketch of that, and it shows that area. On the 
basis that from the driving distance or at least perhaps about three hundred feet, one 
section of the panels that Mr. Meder is proposing is quite visible and perhaps not from 
directly in front of the house but certainly from a large area of the Historic District. On 
that basis I would oppose that part of his installation and applaud him from the balance 
of the installation. 
Mr. Meder stated to be clear that is eight panels on the front section and my wife, and I 
requested that they not be put up, but the plan came in since we use so much electricity 
that we needed more panels. I’m hoping in the future that things will change. I am fine 
eliminating those eight panels if I can get that in writing and this gets back to Titan, so 
they know what the plan is. This has already been approved by Danville Utilities.  
Mr. Weir stated would these eight panels in the front here, did you say that you were not 
going to put them on? 
Mr. Meder stated no, it’s what you will decide but I’m comfortable either way. It would be 
about eight thousand dollars less. 
Ms. Stilwell stated may I ask Mr. Leipe a question? You can see the front panels from 
Sutherlin? 
Mr. Liepe stated yes from Sutherlin and almost from Holbrook and perhaps one lot in 
from Holbrook Street you can see that portion of the road. 
Mr. Meder stated yes and like I stated when you turn the corner of Holbrook to Green 
my house is front center and yes you can see that one quarter panel up there without a 
doubt. I’m comfortable eliminating that. 
Mr. Lawrence Meder stated I am here to support my brother but more importantly I am 
here to support Danville and the Old West End, America, our planet, and the 



environment. No, don’t approve this plan minus eight solar panels from the roof, even 
though he has said that he could do without them. Approve it all and I’m sorry Mr. Liepe 
I work with him and I’m friends with him. I’m sorry if you can see it from the street but I 
can see the American flag from the street in front of everybody’s house. I can see the 
cell towers, power lines from the Old West End, refrigerators that they throw out on the 
streets, dishwashes, washers, and everything else that goes out on the street. I can see 
big trees with groundhogs in them and okay now we are going to see solar panels. 
Unless we switch our energy consumption to something that is going to help our planet, 
we are not going to have a planet. Our grandkids are not going to have a place to 
breath. This needs to be approved. Three years ago, I came before this board and I 
asked and begged you to please make guidelines for solar, because it was coming to 
the Old West End. I was told that you are not a board that makes rulings like that, but 
somebody here could have kicked up somewhere. The Danville officials that sit up on 
my right could have taken the issue and worked it. I’m telling you that they need to take 
this issue and they need to work it and it is coming to Danville. I know the utility 
commission is a little bit slow on embracing residents in Danville who bring solar. I 
mean if they were just charging, we would see it on our electric bill: put solar on your 
house, and we will give you two thousand dollars or something. I have not seen that in 
my flyer. I will tell you this, that I have read your guidelines from cover-to-cover multiple 
times and whenever I am with a new resident town, I say well have you read the 
guidelines yet. What I think that you need to understand is that these solar panels are 
not a permanent fixture on top of the house. Any hurricane could take them off. It is not 
altering the house and you might get tired of solar and maybe want a windmill, I don’t 
know that could change to. They can just come off and it’s just like the American flag; 
you put it on a holder and then take it off when you don’t want it up there. They are fully 
removeable and you know he is not replacing wood windows with vinyl, and he’s not 
taking down a flat board and putting up plastic siding. I mean he is doing something that 
is only going to help his energy, our energy, and it is going to take down some of the 
grid consumption during peak hours. The electric commission and Danville Utilities were 
up to about twenty five percent renewable energy rate right now. We are not where we 
need to be. We need to push it another fifty percent especially if we want a planet. I 
would say approve this fully don’t let him escape with eight thousand dollars less. Let’s 
put all the panels up there because this is not the only house that is going to get solar. 
Please write the rule into the book so we don’t have to keep asking that we want to put 
solar on these buildings, because it is coming. I told you three years ago well now it is 
here. 
Mr. Liepe stated as I’m sure you are aware, you have two applications of a similar 
nature, but both have sections of solar panel visible from the street. While Mr. 
Plachcinski argues that approving things does not set a precedent, I think in this case it 
would. If you approve two houses with solar panels facing the street how do you turn 
down others. I think that would expose the commission to numerous appeals to City 
Council and I don’t think that should be where you want to go. Further, while I support 
the goal, I think there are other ways to accomplish the same thing including utility scale 
solar. This is not the only way to power your house with solar because you are already 
powering your house with solar based on the wires coming in from the street at least 



from a certain extent. I’m concerned about what this will do to the look of the Historic 
District setting a precedent of this nature. 
Mr. Lawrence Meder stated I would just like to rebut Mr. Liepe’s statement. In fact, yes, 
if you approve these two houses you might set a precedent. We did hear of the eight-
foot concrete fence that was approved in the Old West End that didn’t set a precedent 
for this. Let’s develop the rules and get them into our guidelines as an addendum. 
Mr. Weir closed the Public Hearing. 
Ms. Stilwell stated I am a strong advocate for solar panels. I have them on my building, 
but the city utilities changed the wattage and made them nonfunctional and now they 
are finally functional again. They don’t give me any credit. None whatsoever. But I’m 
going to keep trying until I get it right. I spent thirty thousand dollars on my solar panels. 
It is a shame that our guidelines have not even attempted to deal with this issue as it is 
coming. It is here.  
Mr. Weir stated the federal government passed the law that we couldn’t argue over 
satellite dishes and now we have them scattered all over the place. This is a whole lot 
better and more important to me than a satellite dish. It would seem like it would not be 
to the standard, so we want to go through the two-step process. 
Mr. Stowe stated there is another argument and I agree Susan the goal is admirable. It 
is the question of the eight panels that go on the front. Does that adversely affect the 
neighborhood and other people buying homes and if you buy a home in that 
neighborhood do you think that is detrimental that you are looking at a home with solar 
on top? 
Mr. Meder stated I understand that this is a closed meeting, but I can speak to there 
being no set guidelines for homes purchasing solar panels or reselling the house with 
the panels. It is such a new thing that the solar people are trying to figure this out. How 
do you sell your home when you have panels on them if you don’t own them because 
everybody’s now buying panels on time through a third-party lender? It makes it difficult. 
The only information that we could find was the State of Virginia have passed HOA 
rules that they cannot deny the panels. They can ask them to put them around the 
corner, but you can put them on your property regardless because that is State Law. 
There are a lot of problems with this and obviously I’m bringing it to you being the first 
one here to resolve these problems. I was a commission member for fourteen years and 
I was the first one that brought concrete hardy board here and got the roof coatings and 
all those things because we are trying to preserve the buildings for the next fifty years. 
My goal is I want someone to live in these homes. I live next to abandoned homes, 
many, many abandoned homes, and people drive up and say oh nobody lives next door 
to you. It looks like a cemetery. You can smell the rotting wood when you walk by these 
homes. 
Mr. Plachcinski read an excerpt from the National Park Service’s technical preservation 
website that explained “the impact of low-profile solar collectors, where flush mounted 
on a sloped roof, though visible, may not significantly diminish the building’s historic 
character.” However, if Commission feels the roof is a prominent feature of the building 
then the installation may be appropriate. The metric the Commission should evaluate is 



whether the roof is a prominent feature of this building.  If it is, does the installation of 
the flush mount solar panels alter the historic character of the overall property and not 
just does it change the appearance of the building’s roof. Appling this standard to each 
application requesting solar panels will yield a different conversation. 
Mr. Stowe stated I think those are some good points of why we don’t set precedents 
with the decision because it is a case-by-case basis.  If we decide that something is 
right it doesn’t mean that it is right for the next property. In this case because guidelines 
are vague or don’t address this at all, we will have to use the two-step process with the 
second step being does this adversely affect the neighborhood not just that specific 
property. Are we affecting the neighborhood by allowing this on a house, is the 
question. 
Ms. Stilwell stated I think it has a positive effect.  
Mr. Weller stated I don’t think it is an argument of whether that solar power is a good 
power. I think that we are all in agreement I think it is exactly what Mr. Stowe said of this 
particular property.  
Mr. Stowe stated it is specifically these eight panels here being visible from a public 
right away.  
Ms. Stilwell stated are you ready for a motion? 
Mr. Stowe stated I guess I’m asking are we all in agreement. 
Ms. Stilwell stated we are going to go around and vote and find out. 
Mr. Stowe made a motion to approve the Request 2020-244 without the eight 
panels on this section of the roof.  There was not a second, so the motion failed. 
Mr. Weller made a motion that Request 2020-244 does not meet the guidelines. 
Mr. Stowe second the motion. The motion was approved by a 4-0 vote. 
Mr. Weller made a motion to approve the Request 2020-244 as requested with all 
panels because the proposal does not have any adverse effect on the 
neighborhood, that the roof is not a prominent feature of the historic building, 
that the proposal does not diminish the historic character of the building, and 
that the appropriateness of roof mounted solar panels are a case-by-case 
determination.  Ms. Stilwell seconded the motion. The motion was approved by a 
4-0 vote. 
Ms. Stilwell asked Mr. Plachcinski for assistance on solar panels in the OWE because it 
will return? 
Mr. Plachcinski stated yes. 
Mr. Lawrence Meder stated just to let you know how fast it is coming there is a vacant 
lot in the Old West End and somebody may be coming for permission to put solar 
panels on the vacant lot, and you will be able to drive by and see them and wave at 
them. 

3. Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-245, to install roof-mounted solar 
panels at 154 Chestnut Street. 



Mr. Weir opened the Public Hearing. 
Present to speak on behalf of this request was Fred Meder, owner of 154 Chestnut 
Street. Mr. Meder stated unlike the last home where I am putting the panels, I want to 
put all the panels on this roof. It does not impact the vista. I have a picture of the vista 
from across the street from the sidewalk.  
Mr. Weir stated where are the panels going on here? 
Mr. Meder stated down this side and the back, and you might could see two. That’s 
stationary. You know the cars on Chestnut drive about forty-five miles per hour. They 
don’t see anything. The goal is to put people in this home for the next fifty years. 
Ms. Stilwell stated does it have two units or one? 
Mr. Meder stated this was a duplex with 1700 square feet and it has two little main 
rooms that need to be a little bigger. I’m having a very difficult time getting the floor plan 
correct and Rick Morris Architects forgot the washer, dryer, water heater and pantry.  
Mr. Paul Liepe stated I will repeat my previously objection about the solar panels being 
visible from the street. In this case the panels will be visible from about two hundred- 
and fifty-foot-long section off Chestnut Street. While there are a few cars that go forty-
five miles per hour, there are also many people that walk along that street who might 
find the industrial look of solar panels objectionable.  
Mr. Meder stated I just want to point out that you must be in the exact right spot here. 
It’s not my house. You turn the right corner, and it is there. 
Mr. Weir closed the Public Hearing. 
Ms. Stilwell made a motion that the Request 2021-245 does not meet the 
guidelines as submitted.  Mr. Weller seconded the motion. The motion was 
approved by a 4-0 vote.  
Ms. Stilwell made a motion to approve request 2021-245 as requested with all 
panels because the proposal does not have any adverse effect on the 
neighborhood, that the roof is not a prominent feature of the historic building, 
that the proposal does not diminish the historic character of the building, and 
that the appropriateness of roof mounted solar panels are a case-by-case 
determination.  Mr. Weller seconded the motion. The motion was approved by a 4-
0 vote. 

4. Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-250, to install a paved driveway at 
842 Main Street. 

Mr. Weir opened the Public Hearing. 
Present to speak on behalf of this request was Mary Kent, owner of 842 Main Street. 
Ms. Kent stated our driveway, I think maybe when it was the red cross, was gravel and 
that gravel is gone and now it’s just dirt. We have really done a lot of work on our house 
and it is impossible to keep that driveway looking nice and that is very important to us. 
All our neighbors have concrete and we just want to keep up with our neighbors. We 
just want to put a cement driveway in. 



Ms. Stilwell stated you are better to use cement because that is better than black top. 
Ms. Kent stated what do you got for me? 
Mr. Weir closed the Public Hearing. 
Mr. Weller made a motion to approve Request 2020-250 as submitted. Mr. Stowe 
seconded the motion. The motion was approved by a 4-0 vote.  

5. Certificate of Appropriateness Request 2021-253, to remove a magnolia tree and 
surrounding retaining walls at 1002 Main Street. 

Mr. Weir opened the Public Hearing. 

Present to speak on behalf of this request was Jane Willis who stated, I am 
representing the Wednesday Club as President. Our board of Governors is requesting a 
certificate of appropriateness to remove a large magnolia tree that is in front of our 
building and then to remove the retaining wall that is around it. The wall has been 
repaired several times and if you look at the photos that were inside of your packet you 
can see where the last photo shows the cracks. In the top photo of the last page there is 
a crack on the left-hand side of the wall you can see where different brick has been 
used to repair that corner of the wall and that part of the wall now leans in towards the 
buildings. The roots are pushing out and there are also cracks along this side of the wall 
where the roots are pushing that out. Then the bottom photo you can see a metal plate 
that has been put up to hold the wall in place. The grain across the top it all unaligned, 
crooked and there are large cracks in this portion of the wall. There are roots on top of 
the ground. We have cracks in the sidewalks, some moisture in our board room and we 
think maybe there are roots underneath the building. We are requesting permission to 
take the wall down, take the tree down, level the land and plant grass seed. We want to 
retain the granite and retain enough bricks to build a sign in the future. We don’t have 
the funds right now to do that nor do I have board approval to build a sign. There is 
some granite across the front of the property which is in the picture above and I don’t 
know but are they called corner stones? Does anybody know? 

Ms. Stilwell stated that is what I would call them. 

Ms. Willis stated we believe that might be the original property line. This property was 
purchased in 1923 and if you go back and look at pictures it looks like there was 
originally granite all the way across the front. This is all that is left what is across the 
front of the property. Then there is the granite that is going up the sidewalk which 
probably came from the property. We would like to use this in the landscaping but until 
this tree comes down and this land is level. I don’t know if you can get sixteen women to 
agree where that granite needs to go. We would like at least permission to if you won’t 
let us move this granite from the front, we would at least get permission to decide on 
what to do with the granite on the side of the wall where to locate that. We don’t want to 
detract from our building, and we would like for our beautiful building to be enhanced 



with green grass and plants just to make it look better, because our cracks in the wall 
just don’t look good at all. We would greatly appreciate it if you would grant, I request. 

Mr. Weller stated that tree is going to be gone? 

Ms. Willis stated that tree is going to be gone, the roots gone, and everything will be 
leveled.  

Mr. Weller stated I love it and my in-laws live next door and it really beats my view down 
the road. 

Mr. Fred Meder stated my profession all my adult life has been landscape gardening. I 
moved here in 1988 on Sutherlin Avenue and this tree and wall has been broken since 
then. I don’t understand what is going on. It has been there my adult life which has been 
since 1988 and it was the same way as it is today. I would like to point out that magnolia 
is quite essential southern, and I am from the north.  

Mr. Paul Liepe stated I don’t wish to comment on the tree, and I don’t really care to 
comment on the retaining wall. I’d like to point out that the granite that is now next to the 
curb was at the original 1002 Main Street address that the Wednesday club bought in 
1920 and it was demolished in 1970 for their present club house. I’m delighted to hear 
that they would like to make some productive use of that granite curbing and I wonder if 
a decision on removing that ought to be postponed until they come forward with a 
planned proposal.  

Ms. Stilwell stated do they have a plan of what to do with that granite curbing? We can’t 
give you carte blanch without knowing what you are going to do. 

Ms. Willis stated no, I don’t have a plan. We are more than willing to leave what is at the 
front in place and just reset it because it is crooked it and it needs to be reset. The 
granite that is running up the side of the wall and no we have not even discussed it and 
it can certainly be dropped down into the trench that is going to be there when that wall 
comes out because that is our property line. If we chose to move it at a further date, we 
would certainly come back and request permission to move it. We would just like to 
have the land leveled and a nice green lawn there until we can approve something else. 

Ms. Stilwell stated you can come back every month. 

Ms. Willis stated I know. 

Mr. Weir closed the Public Hearing. 

Ms. Stilwell made a motion that a Certificate of Appropriateness be granted for 
2021-253 at 1002 Main Street as submitted. Mr. Weller second the motion. The 
motion was approved by a 4-0 vote.  

APPROVAL OF THE MINTUES 



Ms. Stilwell made a motion to approve the July 7, 2021 minutes. The motion was 
approved by a unanimous vote. 

OTHER BUSINESS  

With no further business, the meeting adjourned at 4:20 p.m. 

____________________________ 

               Approved 
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