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Application for Certificate of Appropriateness for Siding and Window
Replacement, Encasement of Window Trim
21 May Street

Summary of Historic Preservation Board Deliberations and Findings

Board discussion re: general parameters of review:
1.  	Board chair reminded members of the Board that review of an after-the-fact application is to be conducted as if an application were being filed for work not yet started.
2.  	Board members noted that it is the responsibility of the Board to apply the review standards of the HP ordinance and the 2013 Siding Replacement Policy, without discretion or special consideration given for hardship, ignorance of the law, or other properties in the neighborhood which may not be in compliance with the HP ordinance.  
3.	Responding to applicant’s appeal for leniency, Board members noted that while the Historic Preservation Board does not have the discretion to waive the ordinance review standards, it can recommend corrective measures or timeframes to correct the violation that are reasonable and mindful of the circumstances of the applicant.
Board findings regarding building condition prior to recently completed work:
1. 	The applicant purchased the property in poor condition in 2012, after years of deferred maintenance.
2.  	Wood clapboard siding was in very poor condition and warranted replacement.
3.  	At least two windows (one in third floor front gable, and one on south side of rear ell) had been previously replaced with vinyl replacement windows when the applicant purchased the property.
4.  	Existing wood window casings exhibited a distinctive profile, similar to the building’s corner boards (though narrower.)
5.  	Applicant stated that some features of the property were not in compliance when she purchased it.

Board findings regarding alterations under review:
1.  	Wood siding, wood trim, and historic multi-lite windows constitute character defining features on this building.  Standard #6 requires that these features be retained and repaired or, if not repairable, replaced in kind.  
2.  	Wood clapboards are a readily available material.  Therefore, in accordance with Standard 6 and the 2013 Wood Clapboard Replacement Policy, when replacement is warranted, replacement must be in kind. Vinyl siding is not a suitable replacement material.  Many precedents exist in previous Board reviews for this determination, based primarily on the appearance and the nature and qualities of the material.
3.  	The installed vinyl windows do not match the appearance of the windows being replaced, which were 6/6 windows.  On the south elevation, 6/6 windows were replaced with 1/1 windows.  On the May Street façade, the 6/6 vinyl windows that were installed lack exterior, three-dimensional muntins which provide a convincing traditional appearance. The muntins on the installed windows are flat and applied to the inside face of the glass.  Based on these considerations, the replacement windows are not acceptable replacements.  Many precedents exist in previous Board and staff reviews for this determination.  While alternative materials for replacement windows have been accepted in some situations, in all cases the visual characteristics of the replacement windows matched those of the windows being replaced. 
4.  	Wrapping the window casings with metal coil stock obscures the distinctive profile of the original wood casings, which was found to be a character defining feature.  Therefore, the metal wrapping of the casings is an inappropriate treatment.
Board findings concerning visibility of building elevation and applicability of Board decision:
1.  	Three primary faces of the main house are readily visible:
· The front, or west, facing May Street
· The entire north or left side (as viewed from the street)
· The south or right side of the main body of the house
2.  	The following faces are secondary faces and not readily visible and are therefore eligible for an exception to the violation determination:
· The rear (east) side of the main body of the house
· The south side of the rear ell
· The rear (east) side of the rear ell
Board recommendations concerning a possible consent agreement to address the violations:
1. In order of priority, the front (May Street) facade should be addressed first, followed by the south elevation and then the north elevation.  All corrective work on the May Street façade to be completed within three years of the date of the Board’s decision.  All corrective work on the south and north elevations to be corrected within seven years of the date of the Board’s decision.

2. All cited features on each elevation to be addressed at once – i.e., when working on a particular face, work on siding, trim and windows all at once.
