Historic Yorktown Design Committee
Minutes
August 15, 2018
East Room
York Hall
301 Main Street
Yorktown, Virginia
Members Attending:

Carolyn Weekley, Chair
Robert Andrade, Vice Chair
Robert Hodson
Belinda Willis, alternate
Jose Longoria, alternate

Staff Attending:

Earl W. Anderson, AICP

Ms. Weekley called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM.
Minutes
The minutes of the June 20, 2018 and July 25, 2018 meetings were approved
unanimously.
Old Business
None
New Business
Application No. HYDC-144-18, Barbara Luck, 139 Smith Street
Mr. Anderson stated that this application submitted by Barbara Luck, the
applicant, seeks approval for replacement of an existing garden arch with a vinyl
arch at 139 Smith Street.
The applicant proposes a white vinyl garden arch to replace the existing wooden
garden arch in the side yard along Ballard Street. The arch sits behind an
approximately five foot tall hedge, but is visible above the hedge line. The
applicant has stated that the wooden fence and arch have both been attacked by
bugs that exacerbate the wood’s deterioration and she is requesting to replace the
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wood with a material that will not be affected by insects. Therefore, she is
requesting that a vinyl material be allowed.
The only other example of vinyl in the historical area is the vinyl fence recently
installed at the Riverview house on Church Street. This particular fence was
approved when the Board of Supervisors overturned the HYDC’s Certificate of
Appropriateness for the elevator and fencing. The Committee had required a
wooden picket style fence in their original approval.
In staff’s opinion, the proposed similar vinyl garden arch ‘design’ is consistent
with the Design Guidelines and compatible with the location in which it will be
erected; however, no vinyl products have been approved in the Yorktown historic
area, except as noted. Vinyl can be a good material for preventing deterioration
from weather and insects, but is a very stark material when compared to wood
products, as it looks very much like a plastic product and stands out among other
wooden materials. Vinyl might be appropriate in a rear yard that is not visible
from the public right-of-way and would not be seen by anyone except the property
owner. However, due to the high-visibility of its location along Ballard Street,
staff does not believe the vinyl material would be appropriate and recommends
denial of the request.
However, if the Committee finds that the proposal is consistent with the
Guidelines and wishes to approve the application, the staff has provided the
following condition, which could be applied to the approval:
1. The vinyl garden arch shall be constructed in accordance with the features
depicted on the product details dated July 13, 2018 submitted with the
supplementary information presented with the application.
Ms. Weekley asked if the applicant had any comments.
Ms. Luck stated that she thought that the vinyl would not be very obvious as it
would be covered by vines. However, the vines currently have died back down to
the ground because of the last few cold winters, so she could not guarantee that the
vines would cover it. She understands that it is a visible location and would not
have a problem putting in a wood arch. When she moved into the house in 2008
she replaced the flimsy wood arch with a more substantive material, which is the
current red arch. Recently a handyman noticed that a beetle was deteriorating the
wood. She wanted a material that would not attract the bugs, because she was
worried about them getting into her garage.
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Mr. Hodson confirmed that the new arch would be white.
Ms. Luck said she would like to as the previous one was white. Additionally, the
house trim is white and it would go better with the house than the red.
Ms. Willis said that she loves the garden and hedge, but she is concerned because
this is at the entrance to Yorktown and many people pass by this area, so she
would like to see wood.
Mr. Hodson stated that he likes the design and prefers it be a wood material and
there are wood materials out there that are resistant to bugs. He loves the entry
way. He would be happy to work with Ms. Luck to find a suitable material that
would be bug and weather resistant that was not vinyl.
Mr. Andrade said he would be fine with the vinyl, so as to provide the resistance
Ms. Luck is requesting. The arch is behind the hedges and would be eventually
covered in vines.
Mr. Longoria commented that he was leaning the same way and that there are
paints out there that can go over the vinyl to make it look like a wood product and
it would not be seen.
Ms. Weekley asked if there were any other comments.
There being no further discussion Mr. Hodson moved approval of the application
denying the request for vinyl, but approving the design of the garden arch, subject
to the following conditions:
1. The garden arch shall be constructed of wood or some similar material in a
similar style as the features depicted on the product details dated July 13,
2018 submitted with the supplementary information presented with the
application.
By voice vote, the motion was approved 2 to 1 with Ms. Weekley and Mr. Hodson
voting to affirm the motion and Mr. Andrade voting against the motion.
Application No. HYDC-148-18, Grace Episcopal Church, 109 Church Street
Mr. Anderson stated that this application submitted by Grace Episcopal Church
seeks approval to demolish the existing single-family detached dwelling and
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construct a new single-family detached dwelling on the same foundation, approve
the color of the retaining wall blocks, and the installation of lighting along the
driveway fencing and wall at 109 Church Street.
The applicants have constructed a fourteen-foot-wide gravel construction entrance
from the existing Parish Hall parking lot down into the subject property along the
northern boundary with the Parish Hall. The large retaining wall around the
eastern and northern property lines has been completed and a red brick style block
was used, rather than a gray block which was approved by the Board of
Supervisors when they approved the appeal of the HYDC’s previous decision. A
second retaining wall was built to help support the driveway. The applicants are
requesting approval of the new brick color, rather than the gray color approved in
the appeal. A vinyl fence with solar lights atop was placed along the top of the
new supporting retaining wall. Fencing was approved in the appeal; however, the
solar lights are a recent addition. The applicants also are requesting permission to
install five downward facing light fixtures halfway up the northern retaining wall
to light the access at night. Once construction of the home is complete, the
applicants are requesting to surface the driveway with either brown pea-stone set
in asphalt or a brownstone asphalt mix.
The Church has proposed two designs for the new home. Option A is a Dutch
Colonial style with a mansard roof design, three dormers on the front and rear, and
five double hung windows facing Water Street. The right-side elevation shows a
room bump-out and has one double hung sash window on the second floor and a
large three window double hung sash window and a smaller double hung window
on the first floor. The left-side shows two double hung sash windows on the
second floor and a smaller window and two French doors out to the deck on the
first floor. The rear shows two double hung sash windows on the right side, a
small single sash window in the middle, and a divide light door out to the handicap
ramp on the first floor. All windows are six over six divided light panel and all
doors are fifteen panel divided light.
Option B is a cottage style with a gable roof design, four dormers on the roof
facing Water Street, along with two large 30 divided light panel windows and one
double hung sash window. The right-side has a room bump-out and has one single
hung sash window on the second floor and a large three double hung sash window
and a smaller double hung window on the first floor. The left-side shows a double
hung sash window on the second floor and a smaller double hung window with
two French doors out to the deck on the first floor. The rear has two double hung
sash windows on either side with a single double hung window in the middle on
the second floor, with two double hung sash windows on the right side, a small
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single sash window in the middle, and a divide light door out to the handicap ramp
on the first floor. All windows are six over six divide light panels, except the left
side, which could have been a mistake in printing. All the doors are fifteen panel
divided light.
Both proposals comply with the front, side, and rear yard setbacks approved by the
Board of Supervisors. The new single-family dwelling meets the required twenty
foot rear yard setback and the required ten foot western side setback. The
dwelling will have a reduced front yard setback of nine-feet and a five foot eastern
side setback. There are no further approvals needed from the Board of
Supervisors.
In staff’s opinion, the proposed demolition of a non-contributing building and the
construction of a new single-family detached dwelling on the property are
consistent with the Design Guidelines and with the character of surrounding
structures and the Historic Core. The proposed lighting on the fencing and wall
will not be significantly visible from the adjacent property and the wall lighting
will be down directed to avoid light pollution. Staff believes that the proposed
construction of Option B to be the most appropriate due to the gabled roof style
being consistent with the Design Guidelines and therefore, suggest that Option B
and the other items proposed merit approval.
Accordingly, it is recommended that the Committee find the proposal consistent
with the Guidelines and that the application be approved, subject to the following
conditions:
1. The new single-family detached dwelling, Option B, shall be constructed in
accordance with the exterior features depicted on the architectural renderings
and with the supplementary information detailing proposed materials
presented with the application and received July 25 and August 2, 2018.
2. The driveway shall be constructed of brown pea stone/gravel, exposed
aggregate concrete, or brick pavers.
3. The entry door on the front façade shall be a single, wooden, raised panel
door with or without lights and shall be painted.
4. All exterior doors shall have the appearance of wood.
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5. All door hardware should be simple in design and appropriate to the
character of the building and the district and be approved by the Zoning
Administrator before installation.
6. All windows on the left side elevation of Option B shall be six over six
divided light panes.
7. All steps leading to decks shall be of brick or painted wood or wood-like
synthetic construction.
8. All gutters shall be a half-round configuration, painted to match the color of
the eave fascia, or such other style deemed appropriate to the style of the
structure and downspouts shall be of round cross-section or other shape
appropriate to the style of the structure, and painted to match the color of the
wall surface to which they are attached.
9. Paint colors for all exterior wood surfaces shall be submitted and approved
by the Zoning Administrator prior to application and chosen from the
Yorktown Color Palette.
10. The color of the shingles and flue shall complement the exterior color of the
siding and be submitted and approved by the Zoning Administrator prior to
installation.
Ms. Weekley asked if the applicant had any comments.
Ms. Elizabeth Wash stated that she was there with Jack Staton and Reverend
Carlton Bakkum, all representing Grace Episcopal Church. They are grateful for
the time the HYDC has spent on this project. They have spent a lot of time and
money on plans to improve the property that is economical for the Church. What
led to this request was the original approved design was very expensive to
renovate. This led to them putting the entrance into the property to help alleviate
some of the costs, but that still did not help.
They then investigated the rebuild option and found it was much less expensive
for them to demolish and rebuild than to renovate. They saw the designs and they
looked better and more in keeping with what is in Yorktown.
Option B that staff has recommended is fine with them. They chose the double
door to allow handicap accessibility to the deck and to create a balanced look like
other uses along Water Street. Chischiak Watch and businesses on their water
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Ms. Krams said she appreciated the HYDC’s time. She expressed concern that the
proposed dwelling would never be used as a single-family home, and this is
designed for handicap use. No one would put a 1,100 square foot deck on a 1,500
square foot house unless they were going to have big parties. Testimony said 15 to
16 people and the judge said only 25 people. She questioned why a big deck was
proposed instead of a nicely designed porch.
Mr. Raithel said they live across from the Church and they went through this
process to renovate their home. They did not consider tearing the house down and
rebuilding, but it would have been a lot cheaper. In this case, the house is not a
historic structure and makes sense to demolish it and reconstruct. The design is
reasonable and he understands Ms. Krams concerns about the deck. He thought
new construction is the way to go and with the driveway it might solve some of
the issues with the access. He is not a fan of vinyl because it shines so much.
Option B looks good.
Christy Macarly noted that the pictures look stark without the landscaping, which
will be put in later and soften the appearance. When you look out of the house you
see the roof of a restaurant, which is not really nice. Also you will not see much of
the house from the street. She feels like some of the issues will be resolved with
the final product and it will look better and add value to the village.
Mr. Raithel said with the large deck there will not be much landscaping to block
the view.
Ms. Macarly stated that the deck will overlook a restaurant. She is just referring to
the look and it is not final. It will look different and should be taken into account.
Mrs. Terry Hodson stated she is married to Mr. Hodson and appreciates the history
that Ms. Krams presented and the connection to the Church. She wishes that all
these things could be worked out. She agreed with many of the points about the
wall, vinyl fence, and deck size. She wishes we could work together and work as a
Christian Church since we are going to be her for a long time. We should respect
each other’s points of view.
Mr. Raithel said that there is no better way to get down to the property than the
ramp; they are not going to use the access through Ms. Krams property. A ramp is
needed to get to the residential house. Also, there may be other options other than
vinyl, and maybe pole lamps could be used.
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Ms. Wash asked to speak to a couple points that were made. She said that they
thought the red block was closest to what the guidelines recommended for red
brick. The Church thought the contractor was going to put that in the permit and
that it was approved through that process. They did not intentionally violate the
guidelines, but there was some miscommunication. Additionally, the ramp was
proposed due to constraints on access, with respect for the easement, and to
prevent construction traffic going through the easement. Once it was installed they
were concerned about the safety of those using the ramp and installed the railing
and the lights. They are learning as the process goes along about the degree to
which all the details need to be approved. It is not a matter of them trying to be
arrogant or thinking they can do whatever they want. The new design is a beautiful
looking building and will enhance Yorktown. Yorktown has changed a lot and she
remembers many of the changes. They want a thriving village. The Pub is not a
great thing to look at and she hopes this structure which will be above it will
enhance Yorktown.
Mr. Raithel stated that as someone who put a lot of money into their historical
structure, you have to look back as we are moving forward. We don’t want to lose
the historical district. He doesn’t know if the solution is to replace the vinyl with
wood or the lights with colonial style pole lamps or the decks to be reduced to
something you would see on a single-family house. He doesn’t know if these are
the key issues to get people in agreement or not.
Ms. Wash stated that they went right on the footprint of what was already been
approved. The renovation had been approved and would like to continue on that
previously approved footprint. They are happy to look at the rail, lights, or other
issues.
Mr. Raithel said that there could be some compromise on these other issues.
Mr. Staton said that if you had driven down the entrance as he has done a dozen
times or more, those white rails help you see the edge and the lights help, though
he has not driven down there at night. The white rails will help those driving down
the ramp.
Mr. Raithel stated he was not disagreeing with the color, but the materials.
Mr. Staton said that he likes vinyl, because it is much less maintenance.
Ms. Macarly asked if there are limits on the size of the decks for residential lots.
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Mr. Andrade said the deck would not be on the front of the house, if it was
elsewhere in the village it would be on the rear of the house. On this house it is in
the front yard.
Ms. Macarly stated with landscaping you will not see the fence and it will subdue
the lighting, so it would be hard to see these features from the adjacent property.
Ms. Wash stated that the previous retaining wall was a gray cinder block that was
crumbling. They felt the new wall would secure the property’s bluff. The new wall
protects the property.
Mr. Staton said that there are French drains behind the walls and should never be a
problem.
Ms. Weekley asked if there were any additional comments and hearing none she
closed the public hearing and brought it for discussion for the HYDC.
Mr. Hodson and Willis made disclosure statements.
Mr. Andrade said that the residential driveway needs to adhere to the residential
requirements for size. He was in the previous meeting and he was not a fan of the
deck that was approved. The deck railing was approved to look like a picket fence,
which these drawings do not show.
Ms. Wash explained that the current drawings do not show that picket fencing
style, but they will be putting the deck rail in with the pickets.
Mr. Andrade stated that Option B is his choice. As far as the front door and the
symmetry, he felt they could do a window style like in Option A on the Option B
house with a single door and it would be symmetrical. He clarified the approvals
that have occurred on the retaining wall.
Mr. Anderson confirmed the need to approve the outside wall of the driveway, but
the previous outer wall was previously approved.
Mr. Staton stated that the only way to get construction equipment down to the
home was to build the ramp.
Ms. Weekley asked if the ramp was contemplated with previous submittals.

August 15, 2018
Minutes
Historic Yorktown Design Committee
Page 46

Ms. Wash said it was not. The contractor’s bids reflected a need for a ramp to get
equipment down to the site and the Church decided to do the temporary ramp
down to the home themselves to cut costs.
Mr. Andrade asked if the retaining wall was required to get the equipment down to
the home.
Ms. Wash said it was.
Mr. Staton stated that the wall was required to hold the driveway up.
Mr. Andrade asked if a more temporary wall and ramp could have been
constructed.
Mr. Staton said he was unsure, as he is not that type of engineer.
Ms. Wash stated she would not want to drive a construction vehicle down that
ramp without the assurance of that wall holding it up.
Mr. Hodson asked about the rationale for going from a temporary construction
ramp to a permanent driveway.
Ms. Wash said that they thought if they paid the money to put the access down to
the lot, and then why not keep it there for their aging population. It will be easier
for people with mobility issues to drive down there than walk down the stairs.
Mr. Andrade asked if they planned to have parking down by the house.
Mr. Staton said there would only be a three or four handicap spaces down at the
house.
Ms. Weekley asked about the north retaining wall and the color of the stairs,
which is different from the wall.
Mr. Staton said the stairs are one solid piece of concrete and was what the
contractor chose.
Mr. Longoria stated this has been a lot of information to take in and Ms. Krams
brought up many good points. He prefers Option B and there are things that the
Church should look at that won’t take away from the architectural points, like the
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white fence that just pops out at you and it should be more in line with what is in
the village. Your eyes go right to the fence.
Ms. Wash asked if the issue was the color or the material.
Mr. Longoria said that it is a combination of both.
Mrs. Hodson stated that the interior face of the retaining wall also has big gaping
holes that look bad.
Ms. Weekley stated that she thought that had to do with the engineering of the
wall.
Mr. Longoria stated that he likes Option B the best and if other compromises
could be made on some of these other things, he would be happy.
Mrs. Lynn Grimsley stated that the driveway is a construction driveway to allow
the dwelling to be completed and will look different when construction is finished.
There will be a lot of landscaping around the walls and the fence and it will look
completely different.
Ms. Weekley asked about the width of the driveway, as it seems to be too wide for
the guidelines.
Mr. Anderson stated that the guidelines says driveways should not exceed eleven
(11) feet in width and that the driveway can increase in width no closer than
twenty-five (25) feet from the front property line. This driveway is over 135 feet
from Church Street, so could be wider.
Ms. Weekley asked if the angle of the driveway is where they would like it to be.
It is not too steep.
Mr. Staton stated that they are going to smooth it out in the next few weeks to pull
out the hump that is there and pulling it a little into the parking lot.
Ms. Weekley asked if the wall would be extended out.
Mr. Staton said it would not be extended. He emphasized that if it is vinyl or not
won’t matter, but it needs to be white so people can see it. You don’t want people
misjudging the turn.
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Ms. Weekley asked if the fence had to be that high.
Mr. Staton stated that if you want them to see it, it did have to be that high.
Ms. Melinda Reed said one other thing to think about is access by emergency
personnel.
Mr. Hodson stated that he is confused by what is in the HYDC’s purview and what
is not. He was not on the Committee during the previous case and he does not
understand the grandfathering rules of the previous decision on the deck. If it is
debatable then he feels the deck is too large, but if not he understands. He
understands not requiring it on the back of the house and allowing it on the front
of the house due to the unusual orientation of the house toward the river.
Rev. Bakkum asked for a clarification on whether the deck is questionable at this
time.
Mr. Anderson stated that the deck is not under consideration.
Rev. Bakkum asked then why is it being discussed.
Mr. Andrade said the reason it is being discussed to make sure it is going to be the
way it was approved.
Ms. Wash said that they intended to construct the deck as it was approved
previously.
Mr. Hodson said he wants to be clear what is being approved. It seems that the
wall and fencing will be approved, but he does not feel the vinyl is appropriate and
more appropriate lighting that is not so modern should be installed. It is important
to have lighting at the ground level that is more appropriate. He would like to see a
wooden structure with character similar to the other places in the village that
blends into the historical aspects. He is not sure what is in the Committee’s
purview and from what little research he did it does not appear to be approved.
Mr. Anderson stated that a determination on the fencing was made that the original
image that was approved by the Board of Supervisors was the same as what they
constructed.
Mr. Hodson said that it looks nothing like what is there today.
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Mr. Anderson stated when you look at the image it looks comparable.
Mr. Hodson stated that this was a County interpretation and outside of our
purview, but as a citizen it is hard for him to see that the approval for an elevator
structure and fencing translates to a completely different approach to the driveway
and retaining wall. It is not designed as well as it could be in terms of blending
into the environment and there are things that he does not care for about it. The
choice of the red block wall and especially the fence does not meet the guidelines
as walls and fences are defined.
Mr. Anderson agreed that the fencing does not meet the guidelines, but it was what
the Board of Supervisors approved.
Mr. Hodson said that is fine that the Board overrode the guidelines, as everyone
has the right to appeal.
Mr. Andrade asked for clarification of the elevation the Board of Supervisors
approved.
Mr. Anderson showed the two drawings the Board of Supervisors voted to
approve and stated that the interpretation made by staff was that the fencing in the
drawing and the fencing that was built are matching. Staff understands that vinyl
fencing is not what is wanted in Yorktown; however, what was constructed
matches what the Board of Supervisors approved. The interpretation included the
boundary wall, though it was supposed to be gray. The new wall that holds the
driveway would need to be approved by the HYDC.
Mr. Andrade said he does not like it and it needs to look more like what was
approved and not the stair-stepped look.
Mr. Staton said the reason it is stair-stepped is because of the angle of the retaining
wall.
Mr. Andrade stated that it should be changed.
Mr. Staton stated that to change it would not be easy. The blocks are seven to eight
inches in width and are tied back into the terrain.
Mr. Andrade suggested that the fencing needs to be changed.
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Mr. Anderson clarified that the fencing is not on the table for a decision for the
HYDC. The lighting on the fence is under consideration, because it was not on the
approved drawings.
Ms. Weekley read the Board of Supervisors approval resolution about the elevator
to add some clarification.
Mr. Andrade said the approval does not include the driveway and that the fencing
does not match what the Board of Supervisors approved.
Mr. Anderson stated that the fencing matches.
Mr. Andrade said it does match and he was not going to argue that.
Mr. Anderson stated that the Zoning Administrator made the determination that
the vinyl fencing that was constructed complied with the Board of Supervisors
approv.
Ms. Weekley asked if the lighting was approved.
Mr. Anderson stated that the lighting was not approved.
Mr. Hodson said that if the lights are all that is in their purview and he does not
quite get that, then he thinks it would be more appropriate to have low level light
along the driveway that shine on the driveway and not visible. The current solar
lights are very modern and removing them will help.
Mr. Andrade said you could put some on the wall of the driveway, too.
Mr. Hodson said he felt Option B met the guidelines the best. There are things like
the door and because this is a river facing house it is not odd to see the Chischiak
larger views from inside the house. He does not see that as a problem. He thought
that both window designs looked good. The back of the structure is architecturally
challenged. He is not sure if the windows are the same height and are not
symmetric and there is not a break in the façade, like something over the rear door.
The front is very attractive and well balanced. There are some simple
enhancements like trim and other architectural features to give it more character.
Most of the people that will walk through this area will see the back of the house.
It meets the guidelines for the rear of the structure and he would like to make some
recommendations for improving the rear façade. Like the old house you could
carry across the shed dormer to the full size and it would give a better architectural
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look. They would not have significant costs and would split the top and bottom
nicely.
Ms. Wash asked if putting windows in the wings would add to it.
Mr. Hodson agreed.
Ms. Wash said the small windows are bathrooms.
Mr. Hodson said it is a balancing act and should not drive up costs. He likes the
Option B.
Mrs. Willis said she likes Option B and she asked for some clarification on the
improvements that Mr. Hodson suggested.
Mr. Hodson stated that if it was his house there are some improvements they could
make, but it meets the guidelines and there are no stipulations he is asking to be
put on the approval. He is sure the Church wants the best structure and there are
some simple tweaks that would help improve the back to make it more
aesthetically pleasing. The guidelines say that the structure has to have
architectural features at forty feet. Normally, the rear of the structure is not seen
and these would not matter, but when people are walking by it continually, it
seems like it should be aesthetically pleasing and these would be low cost.
Ms. Willis said as long as it is in the same footprint as what was approved, she did
not have any issue with it.
Mr. Andrade asked about the door.
Ms. Weekley said she does not object to the double doors on the front of the
house, because they balance well with the windows and if you go with the single
door you have to change the fenestration because it will look strange. She likes
Option B and the disposition of the doorways and the side of the house in general.
She agrees with Mr. Hodson to do some small things on the backside to make it
more attractive. As far as the wall and railing, she will not comment on, but the
lights need to be lower and off the top of the rail. The lights on top bring further
attention to the railing and they need to lessen that emphasis.
Mr. Andrade stated that the lights should be mounted low on the wall on and the
fence.
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Mr. Raithel said he believed the Church wanted to light the walkway down the
driveway, but also the hand rail leading down the driveway and steps.
Rev. Bakkum said if the lights are too low the hand rail would be in the dark.
Mr. Raithel stated you could solve that with a couple colonial style pole lights.
The rail is there instead of the elevator.
Mr. Andrade asked if the elevator would be going in still.
Ms. Wash said that it would not be going in right now. They want to see if this
access will solve the mobility challenge of their parishioners.
Mr. Raithel stated that he thought that was the purpose of the driveway access.
Where would the elevator go?
Mr. Staton said the elevator would go where the two retaining walls intersect next
to the driveway.
Mr. Hodson moved approval of the application request to demolish the existing
single-family detached dwelling and construct a new single-family detached
dwelling on the same foundation, approve the retaining wall and block color, and
the installation of lighting along the driveway at 109 Church Street.
Ms. Weekley opened it up for discussion by the Committee.
The Committee discussed the benefits of the symmetry with allowing the double
doors rather than the single door and agreed to allow the double doors.
The HYDC then discussed the lighting and the consensus was that the top post
solar lighting should be removed. They would like to see a lighting option that
provides light on the rail and down to the driveway without the light pollution
going to the neighbor. However, they were fine with approving a down-directed
lighting that could be placed on the interior facing side of the driveway on the
block wall to provide light to the driveway surface.
Mr. Hodson asked that the windows be a divided light true or simulated muntin
types and not a snap on muntin. They should look like historical windows.
The Committee discussed the color of the wall and that painting may not be an
option, because it would require maintenance every year and would end up not

August 15, 2018
Minutes
Historic Yorktown Design Committee
Page 53

looking very good. The group discussed placing brick on the outside to cover the
red brick, but discounted it as it would be costly and would not be directly against
the current wall because it slopes backward. They discussed possibly placing a
wooden structure over the wall to provide a facing that could be painted, but the
painting would have to be maintained annually and could lead to deterioration.
The Committee considered options for possibly doing landscaping along the wall
to soften the look and to hide the wall. The Church stated that they would be fine
having a condition applied to the request to require the Church to place
landscaping on the site, even though the guidelines do not consider landscaping.
The HYDC asked that the Church come back with some type of facing for the
interior wall that would hide the large openings and cover the backside of the
retaining wall blocks. The Church was amenable to bring something back to the
Committee.
There being no further discussion Mr. Andrade moved approval of the application
request to demolish the existing single-family detached dwelling and construct a
new single-family detached dwelling on the same foundation, approve the
retaining wall and block color, and the installation of lighting along the driveway
at 109 Church Street, subject to the following conditions:
1. The new single-family detached dwelling, Option B, shall be constructed in
accordance with the exterior features depicted on the architectural
renderings and with the supplementary information detailing proposed
materials presented with the application and received July 25 and August 2,
2018.
2. The driveway shall be constructed of brown pea stone/gravel, exposed
aggregate concrete, or brick pavers.
3. All exterior doors shall have the appearance of wood.
4. All door hardware should be simple in design and appropriate to the
character of the building and the district and be approved by the Zoning
Administrator before installation.
5. All windows on the left side elevation of Option B shall be six over six
divided light panes.
6. All steps leading to decks shall be of brick or painted wood or wood-like
synthetic construction.
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7. All gutters shall be a half-round configuration, painted to match the color of
the eave fascia, or such other style deemed appropriate to the style of the
structure and downspouts shall be of round cross-section or other shape
appropriate to the style of the structure, and painted to match the color of
the wall surface to which they are attached.
8. Paint colors for all exterior wood surfaces shall be submitted and approved
by the Zoning Administrator prior to application and chosen from the
Yorktown Color Palette.
9. The color of the shingles and flue shall complement the exterior color of
the siding and be submitted and approved by the Zoning Administrator
prior to installation.
10. The solar lights currently on top of the vinyl fence must be removed.
Down-directed lighting can be placed on the interior facing side of the
driveway on the block wall to provide light to the driveway surface.
11. Windows must have a true or simulated muntin type.
12. The Committee approves the retaining walls and color, if appropriate
landscaping is planted in front of the wall to mitigate the view of the wall,
as approved by the Zoning Administrator.
13. The Committee does not approve the facing of the interior facing retaining
wall block on the north side and requires the Church to return with a design
to block the view of the block face on this side.
By voice vote, the motion was approved unanimously.
Staff Reports
Mr. Anderson discussed the few administrative approvals that had been granted
since the last meeting.
Committee Requests
None
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Therre being no further business to co
ome beforee the Comm
mittee, the m
meeting waas
adjou
urned at 9:4
46 pm.
pectfully Su
ubmitted,
Resp
Earl W. Anderson, Secretaary
H
___
_________
_____________________
Approved by HYDC:

