WELLESLEY HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION

TUESDAY JUNE 28, 2011

REGULAR MEETING

PLANNING BOARD OFFICE, TOWN HALL

MINUTES


	Members Present:
	Edwina McCarthy, David Giangrasso, Carolyn Morris, David Smith and Lisa Abeles

	Staff Present:
	Michael Zehner

	Also Present:


	Chris Hall, Heather Scott, Laurie MacLaren, Brice MacLaren, Jason Whittet, June Tower, Walter Tower, Karen Marquet and Tom Hoover.


Vice Chairwoman McCarthy opened the public hearing at 6:51 pm.
HDC 11-02 - 18 Abbott Street - Certificate of Appropriateness

Documents:

1. Written Description of Proposed Changes, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., undated

2. List of Materials Exposed to View, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., undated

3. Original Plan Submittal

· Cover Sheet, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 5/18/2011

· Topography Site Plan, prepared by VTP Assoc. Inc., 4/14/2011

· Existing Floor Plans, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 5/18/2011

· Existing Elevations, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 5/18/2011

· Existing Photographs, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 5/18/2011

· Proposed Site Plan, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 5/18/2011

· Proposed First Floor Plan, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 5/18/2011

· Proposed Second Floor Plan, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 5/18/2011

· Proposed Basement Plan, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 5/18/2011

· Proposed Building Elevation – North, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 5/18/2011

· Proposed Building Elevation – East, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 5/18/2011

· Proposed Building Elevation – South, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 5/18/2011

· Proposed Building Elevation – West, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 5/18/2011

4.
Additional Plan Submittal

· Fence and Stone Wall Plan, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 5/25/2011

5.
Revised/Alternative Plan Submittal

· Cover Sheet, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Existing Floor Plans, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Existing Elevations, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Existing Photographs, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Proposed Site Plan, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Proposed First Floor Plan, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Proposed Second Floor Plan, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Proposed Basement Plan, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Proposed Roof Plan, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Proposed Building Elevation – North, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Proposed Building Elevation – East, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Proposed Building Elevation – South, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Proposed Building Elevation – West, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Proposed Section & Front Entry Details, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Proposed Fence Options and Stone Wall Removal, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Alternative Design Elevation - North, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Alternative Design Elevation - East, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Alternative Design Elevation - South, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

· Alternative Roof Plan, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/17/2011

6. Material/Plans Submitted at 6/28/11 HDC Meeting

· Historic Review Revisions Letter, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc., 6/28/2011

· Proposed Elevations Plan, prepared by Christopher Hall Architect Inc. and dated 6/17/2011, revised at 6/28/11 HDC meeting by Christopher Hall to reflect the addition of two windows to the first floor of the rear/south elevation.

Discussion:

Ms. McCarthy had the members of the Historic District Commission (HDC) introduce themselves.

Ms. McCarthy had the neighbors in attendance introduce themselves.

Ms. McCarthy indicated that at the last meeting the HDC asked the applicant to make revisions and asked the applicant to present the revisions.

Chris Hall presented the application and revisions, which included the following:

1. Revised existing elevation tags;

2. Added 5.5” corner boards;

3. Revised elevations to show downspouts;

4. Changed gutters to wood;

5. Added roof plan and section to show cricket detail;

6. Brick veneer indicated for mudroom;

7. Detail provided showing front entry roof and brackets; and

8. Alternate mudroom hip roof configuration drawn and provided.

Mr. Hall stated that one thing they were asked to look at that they did not change was the option of colored asphalt shingles that pick up on the colored slate. Mr. Hall stated that they could not find any asphalt shingles that are similar to the existing slate shingles. Mr. Hall indicated that it is the applicant’s belief that having multi-colored shingles that do not match may draw attention to a material that is not consistent with that on the existing house. Mr. Hall stated that they would like the Board to consider allowing black shingles that will disappear and not draw attention.

Mr. Hall further detailed the alternate mudroom hip roof configuration provided to the Board, presenting perspectives of the two alternatives for comparison.

Ms. McCarthy asked Mr. Hall to further explain the front entry brackets.

Mr. Hall stated that the brackets had to be smaller because of the overhang zoning requirement, but that they have the bracket and this is a reduced version.

Members of the HDC indicated that they liked the appearance of the bracket.

Ms. McCarthy asked whether other members of the HDC had any questions.

Ms. Abeles stated that she liked the alternative mudroom roof configuration, indicating that it is much quieter. Ms. Abeles stated that the low-pitched gable did not match the pitches of the other roofs.

Mr. Giangrasso asked how Mr. and Mrs. MacLaren felt about the two options.

Ms. MacLaren stated that they prefer the gable over the alternative.

Mr. Giangrasso stated that the alternative looks better when viewed from a direct angle.

Ms. Abeles indicated that from whatever angle the roof is viewed it looks better to carry the porch roof across and not do a gable that doesn’t match the other gables, because the pitch is off so it sticks out.

Mr. Smith asked whether the mudroom would be the same size under the alternative.

Mr. Hall indicated that it would be the same exact footprint.

Members of the HDC indicated that the alternative was an improvement over the original design.

Mr. Hall stated that in fairness to the earlier scheme one of the concerns was the long porch on the back addition being pulled forward to the front and having that room look like it was an in-fill porch.

Ms. Abeles stated that it seems more natural, to think that it was an infill porch. Ms. Abeles stated that it happens a lot in these old houses, that there would be infill. Ms. Abeles indicated that it feels more natural, that it could have happened at sometime earlier. 

Ms. McCarthy asked whether any of the HDC members wanted to comment on the roofing materials.

Ms. Abeles indicated that she finds the choice disappointing, that the colored slate is an important part of the character of the house and that she is sorry it is not being used.

Mr. Hall indicated that they are sorry as well.

Ms. MacLaren stated that she would have loved to have used the faux-slate, but it was not in the budget. Mrs. MacLaren stated that the colored asphalt shingles were not sized properly and looked fake.

Ms. McCarthy asked if the shingles would be architectural shingles.

Mr. Hall indicated that they would be architectural shingles.

Ms. McCarthy asked whether there were any other comments from members of the HDC.

Ms. Abeles stated that she was very happy to see all the changes, that she is much more comfortable now. Ms. Abeles indicated that the house looks a lot better, more natural and less like someone just put an addition on it. Ms. Abeles stated that she likes the other changes as well.

Ms. Morris agreed.

Ms. McCarthy asked whether any abutters wished to say anything.

Karen Marquet stated that the sketch looks lovely from the street side, but from her vantage point it looks like you are almost doubling the size of the house and pushing it almost 20’ back towards the rear property line. Ms. Marquet indicated that from her perspective it’s detrimental to her privacy and enjoyment of the use of her yard and that she will have no barrier, very little yard left, and that it will be all parking.

Mr. Hall indicated that a tremendous amount of driveway is being removed and converted to lawn.

Mr. Zehner stated that it would probably be best to allow the abutter to finish their comments and then the Chair could ask for any response from the applicant.

Ms. Marquet stated that when she bought her house there were very small houses along the street and they thought they would stay that size. Ms. Marquet indicated that she is concerned with a domino effect.

Tom Hoover indicated that the aesthetics on the rear of the house are not consistent with what is there. Mr. Hoover stated that the fence does nothing for privacy and that the existing roof line is not maintained. Mr. Hoover stated that the addition will be staring right in their face and expected a lower addition, less than two-stories. Mr. Hoover stated that no barriers are preserved on the back of the house.

Walter Tower stated that the rear wall is blank, that there is a lack of fenestration. Mr. Tower indicated that he and his wife won’t see the addition from their unit, but that the view from one of our units could impact the value of the other three units. Mr. Hoover stated that the applicants should also think hard about how they will light the bedrooms on the second floor.

Ms. Abeles asked whether the applicant would consider adding windows to the first floor of the addition, even false windows that are blocked from the inside. Ms. Abeles stated that this would help the elevation from looking so blank.

Ms. MacLaren stated that they had intended on addressing this with landscaping and that the reason there are no windows on the first floor is that they intended to have shelf space on the interior.

Ms. Tower asked if they would put trees up to screen out that wall.

Ms. Abeles stated that they would most likely have a hard time with planting screening due to the bulkhead location. Ms. Abeles asked if the neighbors would feel better if there were windows regardless of whether they were smaller than the upper windows.

Mr. Towers asked whether at the second floor level there could be skylights or a clerestory to break up the basketball backboard appearance. Mr. Towers indicated that another suggestion, that has absolutely nothing to do with the historical part of this, is to consider realigning the path to access the mudroom from the driveway, that there is a way to design it to make things easier to bring things in and out from the car.

Ms. Abeles indicated that she understands why the applicant designed it the way they did, that the porch provides cover.

Ms. McCarthy asked whether any other abutters wished to speak.

Jason Whittet asked to share a few photos with the HDC, photos of his perspective from across the street. Mr. Whittet stated that part of the benefit of living in a historic district and being attracted to it is that it doesn’t change, and his understanding of the mission of the HDC is to preserve and protect the neighborhood. Mr. Whittet indicated that part of the mission is preserve important, significant spaces and there has been no discussion about that. Mr. Whittet stated that he keeps hearing comments tonight about how much the change is going to blow out the lot, how much this is going to change the neighborhood. Mr. Whittet stated that the HDC has made such an amazing contribution to the street; he indicated that before the HDC many of the houses were used as multi-family houses, and that the HDC was really inspired to protect the neighborhood and every year people are converting multi-unit homes along the street to single family homes. 

Mr. Whittet stated that the home next to his is on its way to becoming a single family home, and then this project comes along and potentially sets the street in the other direction. Mr. Whittet stated that this project almost feels like the Denton Road-ization of the street, and that it is out of character. Mr. Whittet presented a photograph indicating his current view and stated that he will now see two cars instead. Mr. Whittet stated that there should be a discussion about that. Mr. Whittet indicated that he would like the HDC to not make a decision tonight and continue the case, pull up the precedence and determine what the HDC has previously decided on applications involving historic decisions. 

Mr. Whittet stated that there has been no discussion about the wall, how old is the wall, who built the wall, and does it matter that it is on Town property. Mr. Whittet stated that the wall is historic; it’s a beautiful long continuous wall that will be cut and altered. Mr. Whittet indicated that the change to the wall will change the composition of the neighborhood, and there has been no discussion about it. Mr. Whittet stated that in his reading of the Bylaw, the Bylaw doesn’t grant more merit to houses versus spaces, they’re both the same, equally. Mr. Whittet stated that the open space has been here up until 2011 and in one project this is going to be wiped out, indicating that he would love for there to at least be some thought about it.

Ms. McCarthy stated that the HDC didn’t discuss it last time because most of the time was spent discussing the house, that the HDC did discuss it just at the end when we realized the application would have to come back again. Ms. McCarthy stated that the HDC didn’t even discuss it, but asked what was going to happen.

Ms. Abeles stated that the purpose of the HDC is not to make house so that they’re flies caught in amber, but that these are living neighborhoods, not museums. Ms. Abeles indicated that if you’re talking about a place that is a museum, and all the houses have to stay the same, that’s a very different thing from a neighborhood where people live. Ms. Abeles stated that even in an old neighborhood houses changed, that’s the natural course of a house. Ms. Abeles continued by saying that the question is whether the house is changing appropriately or not. Ms Abeles indicated that she thinks this house is changing appropriately. 

Ms. Abeles indicated that in terms of what is being built additionally to the left of the house that the impact to that area is minimal. Ms. Abeles stated that Mr. Whittet is reacting to the applicants wanting to pull their cars in on that side, but that she thinks they should have the right to do that. Ms. Abeles indicated that what the applicants are doing is well within the rules of zoning. Ms. Abeles stated that she doesn’t think the applicants have doubled the size of this house, that they have done something that has tried to maintain the character of this house. Ms. Abeles indicated that this was her opinion and not the opinion of everyone on the board.

Mr. Whittet asked if the HDC has any evidence of precedence of the HDC performing a decision that would codify that opinion.

Ms. McCarthy and Ms. Abeles indicated that they consider changes on a case by case basis.

Mr. Whittet stated that the district is a fixed district; there are a limited number of homes which are taken as a whole which creates a region. Mr. Whittet stated that treating one house differently, that there seems to need to be some regularity and that the HDC can’t go one way on this house and another way on the other house, that the HDC should preserve and protect the district. Mr. Whittet stated that homes in a preservation district do not grow and change.

Ms. Abeles stated that of course homes do grow and change and that people live in a preservation district. Ms. Abeles indicated that houses all over the historic district have grown and changed, such as the pink house on Cottage Street. 

Mr. Whittet stated that the pink house on Cottage Street has no visible impact from the front of the street.

Mr. Zehner indicated that there needs to be one dialogue, that there can’t be multiple conversations or else we can’t record the meeting because we won’t know who is speaking. Mr. Zehner stated that if someone wanted to interject that they would need to raise their hand.

Mr. Whittet stated that what he would like to hear from the Board, and asked them to define their role and how you they take these matters into consideration. Mr. Whittet asked what is the value of significant space is if it is not going to be considered, and what is a significant space if you give the precedence of when a decision is made on a significant space.

Ms. McCarthy indicated that she thinks there are two houses that they’ve made significant decisions on. Ms. McCarthy referred to the pink house on Cottage Street, indicating that the HDC said the applicants in the case could not ruin the front porch and the windows above it. 

Ms. Abeles stated that with regard to the pink house, there is a whole garage in what had been an open space.

Mr. Whittet stated that the pink house is located on a larger lot.

Ms. Abeles stated that she understands, but that it was an open space to the right of the house that had been open space for decades, and that it now has a garage in it. Ms. Abeles stated that the HDC determined through multiple meetings that it was appropriate. Ms. Abeles indicated that this application presents a similar situation, except for that it is not a garage but just a driveway; indicating that in the case of the pink house it is actually a good-sized building.

Mr. Hoover asked if neighbors objected to that garage or did they say it was acceptable.

Ms. McCarthy and Ms. Abeles stated that no one objected.

Ms. McCarthy stated that the other house on Cottage Street that had significant difference was a two-family red house that had two white gutters coming down the front. Ms. McCarthy stated that a man did it all by himself, and made it into a beautiful Victorian home. Ms. McCarthy indicated that a lot of the houses along Cottage Street have had family room additions, master bedroom and family room additions. 

Ms. McCarthy recognized Mr. Hall.

Mr. Hall stated that the existing house is 1,675 square feet, that it is tiny. Mr. Hall indicated that they are adding 764 square feet over two floors. Mr. Hall stated that there is not anything that is out of scale or out of whack, it’s a family room that is added with a master bedroom above. Mr. Hall stated that they have been really careful not to add and make the house gigantic. Mr. Hall indicated that there is no two-car garage and that the driveway stops in an appropriate location on the site to allow for the whole backyard to stay. Mr. Hall indicated that the black top is getting removed from the back. Mr. Hall expressed that in this case he thinks this is actually a very sensitive, logical, and reasonable addition to an older home, and that the applicant is pouring in a lot of money to bring the house up to its former glory as far as trim, siding, removing vinyl siding, and removing through the wall air conditioning. Mr. Hall stated that he thinks that he and the applicant have actually worked very hard to make this an appropriate addition, and that he appreciates the Board’s comments and stands behind what they’ve done as being very sensitive in turning an older, very small house into a home that is suited for modern living.

Ms. McCarthy asked about the existing patio in the rear.

Mr. Hall stated that this was a blacktop driveway where they park their cars.

Ms. McCarthy asked if the blacktop driveway would be removed.

Mr. Hall answered yes.

Ms. McCarthy stated that the only reason the HDC is talking about the driveway is because of the stone wall, because the driveway is by-right. Ms. McCarthy asked whether the area for the driveway would need to be dug out. 

Mr. Hall stated that the stone wall, the historic stone wall if that is what it is, was replaced in its entirety to the left of the yellow house, completely torn down and replaced with new New England field stone, which doesn’t match. Mr. Hall stated that the section in front of 18 Abbott is old, is in disrepair and is falling down, indicating that he thinks the property owners would be subject to some legal issue if they don’t re-point and take care of it. Mr. Hall stated that the house to the right that had an addition, that they also rebuilt the wall. Mr. Hall indicated that based on that reconstruction there hasn’t to-date been any concern over maintaining the original character of this stone wall, otherwise it wouldn’t have been rebuilt the way it was to begin with. Mr. Hall indicated that the applicants would like to rebuild the wall for the neighborhood, so that it’s actually something that looks better than it does right now. Mr. Hall indicated it will be expensive to repair the whole wall. Mr. Hall stated that the wall’s cap is just poured concrete that splits and cracks when it freezes and thaws, so the concrete falls off loosening the stones. Mr. Hall stated that the challenge with the stone wall is going to be how do you cut into it, curve it into the landscape, and reuse the stone with new mortar to blend in and still have it structurally sound, because the rest of the wall will not be.

Ms. McCarthy stated that they would need to dig out some in the front of the driveway

Mr. Hall stated that the first ten feet would need to be leveled and that they would need to remove the loam and re-grade, but it is not significant.

Ms. McCarthy asked if they would be retaining the two trees and removing the bush.

Mr. Hall answered yes and indicated which trees and bushes would be removed and retained. Mr. Hall stated that the one 10-inch caliper tree being removed would need to be replaced with an equal caliper tree per the Tree Bylaw. Mr. Hall indicated that if any other tree needed to come down in the back, because it is a big dirt ball now, that they would abide by the Town’s bylaws.

Ms. Marquet stated that it looks like a lot of consideration was given to the size of the home…

Mr. Whittet stated that he would just like to clarify…

Mr. Zehner stated that the Chair needed to recognize the speaker.

Ms. McCarthy recognized Ms. Marquet.

Ms. Marquet allowed Mr. Whittet to finish his comment.

Mr. Whittet stated that the big tree would need to go because there would be no possible way for them to install a driveway according to the plans with that big tree.

Ms. McCarthy asked whether the large tree would be preserved.

Mr. MacLaren indicated that it would be.

Mr. Whittet stated that the tree is not on their property because the property line runs right down the middle.

Mr. MacLaren stated that it is absolutely not on the neighboring property.

Ms. McCarthy recognized Ms. Marquet.

Ms. Marquet stated that a lot of consideration has been given to the front, but that there is not much going on to the elevation that they would be looking at. Ms. Marquet indicated that the house is aesthetically pleasing from the front, but not so much from what she looks at. 

Mr. Smith stated that he would have to agree with Ms. Marquet’s statement and indicated that at the HDC’s last meeting they spoke about the east side and the south side. Mr. Smith stated that the east side has been addressed, the south side has not.

Mr. Hall stated that the only thing stopping that back elevation from looking appropriate to this house would be the addition of two windows on either side of the fireplace.

Ms. Abeles asked if they would be willing to do that.

Mr. Hoover and Ms. Marquet stated that they didn’t agree.

Mr. Hall stated that as a Greek Revival profile that it would have two windows at the bottom and two at the top, that it would be absolutely appropriate to the style of this house. Mr. Hall indicated that there is no shed, there is no gable that is lower-pitched, that the proposal is a classic profile, the same pitch of the house and matching the exact profile…

Mr. Whittet stated that he understands the massing part of Mr. Hall’s argument…

Mr. Zehner asked everyone to stop speaking and indicated that everyone would find this process less stressful if they direct questions and answer questions through the Board and not at each other.

Ms. McCarthy asked Ms. Marquet to confirm that she is concerned about the back of the house.

Ms. Marquet indicated that she was.

Ms. McCarthy asked the applicant if they would be willing to add some windows along the rear.

Ms. MacLaren indicated that they would pursue such a suggestion.

Mr. Tower asked whether the brick chimney could be added to the exterior of the structure and whether it would be consistent with the style of home.

Ms. McCarthy asked Mr. Hall to respond.

Mr. Hall stated that the fireplace is pulled inside to provide thickness on either side inside. Mr. Hall stated that two windows could be added to the first floor that were equal to the top sash of the double-hung windows, indicating that the windows would be flanking either side of the fireplace, but that they wouldn’t be full height double-hung windows, which would negate the possibility of any built-ins on either side of the fireplace if used. Mr. Hall indicated that they wanted to create the thickness inside for books and displays. Mr. Hall stated that the chimney is brought in so insulation can be placed behind the chimney, otherwise there would be no thermal break and the chimney would be a cold mass. Mr. Hall stated that an additional concern is having to flash the chimney along the siding.

Ms. McCarthy recognized Ms. Marquet.

Ms. Marquet stated that she also wanted to reiterate that in addition to the aesthetics of the back of the house that she is as much, if not more concerned, with the mass. Ms. Marquet indicated that her property elevation is below the applicants’, that her second floor would hit midway on the applicant’s first floor. Ms. Marquet stated that instead of the addition being a two-story addition it is more like a three story addition coming over her backyard, and that the house will be 20’ closer to the property line without any screening.

Ms. McCarthy asked the applicant if this was all being done within required setbacks.

Mr. Hall answered yes.

Ms. McCarthy asked why this was going to the Zoning Board of Appeals.

Mr. Hall indicated that it is going for a Special Permit because it is a pre-existing nonconforming structure due to setbacks.

Mr. Zehner confirmed that they are required to seek a Special Permit due to the nonconforming lot size and the nonconforming structure and explained what the ZBA would be reviewing.

Mr. Hall further discussed the limits of the Special Permit process and that it can’t be made to be more detrimental.

Ms. McCarthy recognized Mr. Hoover.

Mr. Hoover stated that he feels like this is being done to the detriment of the visual impact from the back of the property.  Mr. Hoover stated that he understands that it is going to box Ms. Marquet in by buying the property, but it is still a substantially altered back. Mr. Hoover indicated that it would certainly be a lot easier if the second story didn’t intrude as far back, that it would be a lot less intrusive. Mr. Hoover indicated that if the applicant were able to rethink the second story intruding that far back that the addition might be easier to swallow. Mr. Hoover stated that the way the applicant has chosen to make the addition is just very obnoxious.

Ms. McCarthy stated that she believes the HDC is at an impasse with regard to the windows on the back and asked how the members feel about continuing the meeting.

Ms. MacLaren stated that she would love the HDC to bring it to a vote today if at all possible.

Mr. Hall stated that they would put two windows in the back on either side of the fireplace.

Ms. McCarthy stated that the members would need to see those, and that she was unsure if they could be penciled in. Ms. McCarthy stated that if the applicant is going to change the back of the house she believes they need to see the plans.

Mr. Hall asked whether he should draw windows in now.

Ms. McCarthy asked how the other members felt.

Mr. Giangrasso stated that they really need to think about whether or not windows are going to be the solution that satisfies the Board. Mr. Giangrasso stated that if they are, that Mr. Hall should draw them, but if not, then the HDC needs to continue the meeting and think about it further.

Ms. McCarthy said that she would love to put it to closure as well and indicated that the HDC should look at the three other sides of the house to see if there are any other issues.

Ms. McCarthy asked if anyone had issues with the north elevation.

The members of the Board indicated that they did not.

Ms. McCarthy asked if anyone had issues with the new east elevation.

The members of the Board indicated that they did not.

Ms. McCarthy asked if anyone had issues with the west elevation and the chimney.

The members of the Board indicated that they did not.

Ms. McCarthy indicated that it seems the only issues are the south elevation and the driveway. Ms. McCarthy asked whether a tree is staying and the lilac bush is being removed. Ms. McCarthy asked to see an image showing the existing driveway.

Mr. Hall explained that the existing driveway is on the neighbor’s property.

Ms. Marquet further explained the location of her house in relation to the subject property.

Mr. Hall stated that Greek Revival houses…

Ms. Towers stated that very large evergreens should be planted along the property line.

Mr. Hall stated that planting evergreens would be a good idea. Mr. Hall explained the location of the existing second floor and how the new addition would fit in.

Ms. Abeles stated that they did a very nice job, but understands the objection to the lack of windows. Ms. Abeles indicated that she thinks it would look better with the addition of two long windows, that it would be classical and correct. Ms. Abeles stated that in terms of the massing, the addition is not even two full stories, it is a story and a half. Ms. Abele expressed that what the applicant has done architecturally is a proper job under the HDC’s purview.

Ms. Marquet stated that the Board is not taking into consideration the view from her yard.

Ms. Abeles stated that she understands that and the house next door to her own, in the historic district, just added a second story. Ms. Abeles indicated that she had a very nice view that she has lost, but that happens, things change. Ms. Abeles indicated that it is a question of whether things change appropriately or not, and that she believes that the applicants have changed this house appropriately. Ms. Abeles stated that there is no guarantee that someone is not going to add on or change their home and that the applicants have done it within the setbacks of their property and, other than the blankness of the wall, they’ve done a very nice job.

Mr. Whittet stated that the additions may be perfectly done, but that they are not perfectly placed. Mr. Whittet indicated that there are five residents that will have to look at it every single day, telling the HDC that their view of the historic district is different than the HDC’s. Mr. Whittet expressed that he hopes the HDC takes that into consideration. 

Mr. Smith asked to make a suggestion, what if the orientation of the fireplace was changed to the side, moving the whole south side view to the west side, and west side view becomes the south side view, which may be more consistent. Mr. Smith stated that the applicant could consider adding French doors to the patio and that the outside appearance to the south would change. Mr. Smith indicated that the view of the south side of the house would possibly be more consistent with the appearance of the neighborhood, basically requiring only the location of the fireplace to change. 

Mr. Hall asked how this would change the appearance.

Mr. Smith stated that you would basically be twisting the interior to change the exterior appearance.

Ms. McCarthy stated that the chimney location could present a problem.

Ms. Abeles stated that the bulkhead location would present a problem and it would be easier solved to just add windows.

Mr. Tower stated that he would again suggest the outside fireplace, maybe using a brick fascia with a Metalbestos chimney.

Ms. Tower said this feels like the location of the bulkhead and the air conditioner is back-ending he and his neighbors.

Ms. Morris said it would help if the applicants would consider some screening.

Ms. MacLaren stated that they would be more than glad to landscape the property line.

Ms. McCarthy asked if the members had any questions about the driveway.

 Mr. Smith asked if it was in the HDC’s purview.

Ms. McCarthy said that it was due to the stone wall and also possibly due to the excavating of the land.

Ms. Abeles stated that the drawings currently indicate new retaining walls to be determined.

Mr. Hall stated that the drawings could say that new walls to be rebuilt from removed stones to match the existing wall.

Ms. Abeles indicated that grout samples should be done to blend it in and reuse the old stone.

Ms. McCarthy asked if there should be a vote to continue the meeting with the plans to be revised showing the addition of windows.

Ms. MacLaren asked why they couldn’t receive approval if it is just the addition of windows, reuse of existing stone, and addition of trees.

Ms. Abeles stated that she thinks the issue is whether the windows are half windows or whole windows, indicating that Mr. Hall was talking about half windows and that she is not sure if this is sufficient.

Mr. Hall asked what the Board would like.

Ms. Abeles said whole windows.

Abutting neighbors indicated that they would appreciate it if the HDC continued the case to further consider their comments.

Mr. Hall presented an elevation to which he drew two full windows to the first floor of the south elevation.

Ms. Abeles stated that it was a huge improvement.

Ms. McCarthy asked a question regarding the placement of shutters.

Ms. Morris stated that she thinks it looks very good, that it makes a huge difference. Ms. Morris indicated that the design has been done very sensitively and the addition of the windows is key.

Ms. Tower discussed that the addition of evergreens could still help.

Ms. Morris indicated that some tall evergreens could be placed along the back fence line.

Ms. MacLaren said she would have no issue with planting evergreens along the property line.

Ms. McCarthy asked if the members are ready for a vote.

Mr. Zehner indicated that they would first need to close the public hearing.

Ms. McCarthy asked for a motion to close the public hearing.

Mr. Smith asked whether the two windows sketched in would mirror the windows on the top and whether they would be false windows.

Mr. Hall stated that they would mirror the windows on the top, that they will be real windows, authentic Marvin wood windows. Mr. Hall stated that at some point if they decide to block them off inside, that the windows will always look like real windows on the outside.

Ms. McCarthy asked for a motion to close the public hearing.

Ms. Abeles made a motion to close the public hearing. Mr. Giangrasso seconded the motion. Ms. McCarthy called for a vote on the motion. The HDC approved the motion 4 to 1 (D. Smith opposed).

Ms. McCarthy asked for a motion to issue the Certificate of Appropriateness for the house as presented.

Mr. Zehner suggested that the HDC consider three conditions:

1. The retaining wall shall be rebuilt with existing stone.

2. Consistent with the revised drawing submitted at the meeting, two windows shall be added to the southern elevation at the ground floor, to be consistent with the windows above in placement and style.
3. The HDC recommends to the ZBA that they shall require evergreen screening plantings to be added along the rear property line.

Ms. McCarthy asked for a motion to issue the Certificate of Appropriateness for the house as presented with the three conditions.

Ms. Abeles made a motion to issue the Certificate of Appropriateness for the house a presented with the following conditions:

4. The retaining wall shall be rebuilt with existing stone, with mortar samples taken to match new mortar as close as possible to existing mortar.

5. Consistent with the revised drawing submitted at the meeting, two windows shall be added to the southern elevation at the ground floor, to be consistent with the windows above in placement and style.

6. The HDC recommends to the ZBA that they shall require evergreen screening plantings to be added along the rear property line.

Mr. Giangrasso seconded the motion. Ms. McCarthy called for a vote on the motion. The HDC approved the motion 4 to 1 (D. Smith opposed).

Ms. McCarthy explained the approval and conditions to the applicant.

Mr. Hall asked whether the HDC had approved the alternative roof scheme.

The HDC confirmed that they had approved the alternative roof scheme.

HDC 11-03 - 11 Cottage Street - Certificate of Appropriateness

Documents:

1. Plan Sheet A-8, Rear Elevation - Abeles-Cohen Residence, Exterior Elevation/Roof Deck Addition w/ clouded door revision, prepared by Abeles & Associates, dated 6/13/11 & revised 7/8/11

2. Jeldwen Exterior Wood Doors Spec. Sheet - selected Low E Insulating Glass Door AL-6911 clouded as revised door type
Discussion:

Ms. McCarthy introduced the subject project.
Ms. Abeles, presenting as an applicant for her own home, apologized to the HDC, indicating that she was concerned with the rail placement and failed to recognize that she had proposed “a totally inappropriate door.”

Ms. McCarthy asked whether a portion of this project can be seen from the street and would therefore subject to the HDC’s purview.

Ms. Abeles confirmed that it can be seen from Homestead Road, but not from Cottage Street. Ms. Abeles stated that she realized the previously proposed door was not appropriate for her house. Ms. Abeles stated that she feels like she was caught up in the proper placement of the rail and missed something obvious. Ms. Abeles indicated that what she would like to do is behind the door do another door that looks exactly like that, indicating that the way the glass is set up in the rest of the house there is nothing that looks like what was previously proposed and approved.
Mr. Smith asked whether she was proposing to install another door behind the door.

Ms. Abeles indicated that Mr. Smith was correct, and explained the construction of the porch and the materials used and how the newly proposed door better relates to those materials. Ms. Abeles stated that the door used shouldn’t have multiple glass divisions. Ms. Abeles apologized again to the HDC.

Ms. McCarthy asked if any members of the HDC had any questions or comments.

Ms. McCarthy asked for a motion on the revisions.

Mr. Zehner suggested that the motion should probably indicate that the HDC finds the revised door to be consistent with the previously issued Certificate of Appropriateness.
Mr. Smith made a motion approving the use of the revised door based on the finding that the revision is consistent with the previously issued Certificate of Appropriateness. Mr. Giangrasso seconded the motion. Ms. McCarthy called for a vote on the motion. The HDC unanimously approved the motion 5 to 0.

The meeting adjourned at approximately 8:10 pm.
Michael D. Zehner
Assistant Planning Director

Minutes Approved: 2/28/12
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