
 
        
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
York Historical Architectural Review Board 

Meeting Minutes 
May 28, 2015 

 
Members in attendance included John Fox, Chair; Dennis Kunkle, Vice Chair; Dave Redshaw; W. Craig 
Zumbrun 
 

Absent: Matt Argabright; Teresa Johnescu; Justine Landis; Robin Pottorff; and Mark Shermeyer 
 

Consultant: Lindsey Allen, Architectural Historian, JMT 
 

AGENDA ITEM DISCUSSION ACTION/RESULT
Welcome and call to order 
John Fox, Chair 
 

The meeting was called to order 
at 6:00 pm. 
 
The agenda had been prepared 
by City Staff. 
 

A quorum was present. 

Changes to the Agenda 
 

There were no changes to the 
agenda. 
 

 

Minutes of May 14, 2015 
 

No previous minutes had been 
provided.   

Move to approve by Mr. 
Redshaw; seconded by Mr. 
Kunkle.  Approved.  

Cases The following cases are 
forwarded to York City council 
with the recommended actions. 
 

 

 
Case #1 – 118 W. Philadelphia Street 
 

Applicant was not present and the Board opted to move the case to the end of the meeting. Applicant did 
not appear and the Board tabled discussion.  
 
 
Case #2 – 90 N. Newberry Street 
 
Applicant represented by Todd Grove, of Murphy & Dittenhafer Architects 
 
Mr. Grove describes the proposed project, which involves the exterior stairs at the YMCA Newbury St 
exit. Existing stairs are granite and the platform spans a subterranean passage to the basement. The stairs 
and platform are in poor condition, cause problems to the basement passage, and need to replaced. The 
project will tie into an ongoing sidewalk and parking lot revitalization effort. The plan is to split the run 

 



 

of stairs into two parts by installing a large landing halfway. Aesthetically, the new sidewalk checkerboard 
concrete sidewalk will be poured concrete slabs in two colors (dyed, not stained) – terra cotta/burnt red 
and standard grey. Also proposed are new planters and a replaced railing (black painted steel railing with 
bronze caps). The material of the new stair is precast architectural concrete, meant to last as long as 
possible. The planters will be faced with brick. 
 
Motion: On a motion by Mr. Redshaw, seconded by Mr. Zumbrun, the Board voted 4 to 0 to approve the 
application.  
 
 
Case #3 – 331 S. George Street 
 
Applicant represented by Jeff Heindel 
 
This project was presented at the May 14, 2015 HARB meeting, wherein the Board requested additional 
information. Mr. Heindel explains that the rear additions will be demolished and a paved parking area will 
take its place. The entire rear lot will be paved and there is no proposed landscaping. Per conversation 
with the city and a review of the ordinance, the parking lot will not need a buffer. New wall pack lighting 
will be installed near the loading dock – which will not visible other than from the alley.  
 
The Board requests that Mr. Heindel submit to JMT the design of the lighting fixture for staff/consultant 
review, and JMT will refer to the board if the design cannot be approved.  
 
Mr. Redshaw supports the demolition of the rear additions, but specifically expressed disappointment that 
there is no landscaping added to the plan. Mr. Heindel reaffirmed that all proposed parking space is needed 
and will be used. 
 
Motion: On a motion by Mr. Kunkle, seconded by Mr. Zumbrun, the Board voted 4 to 0 to approve the 
application, with a condition that the wall pack lighting will be resubmitted for consultant approval.  
 
 
Case #4 – 140 N. Beaver Street 
 
Applicant represented by Gary Weaver, of Tippetts/Weaver Architects 
 
Mr. Weaver presented the proposed church rehabilitation project by introducing the site plan and 
describing the proposed connectivity among buildings, through walkways and new small additions. The 
new additions consist of an entrance vestibule and a stair-tower addition between buildings. The entrance 
vestibule is largely glass, with a standing seam metal roof. An existing vestibule, for comparative 
purposes, is largely painted frame with a shingle roof. Mr. Weaver notes that they were not designed to 
match, but rather be a sympathetic addition by using materials of the modern era.  
 
Mr. Weaver described the stair-tower addition on the back of building. It will be constructed of a poly-
ash composite material with an 8-inch width and a narrow gap between panels. Mr. Fox asked about the 
absence of brick in the additions. Mr. Weaver explained that their design began with brick but budget 
issues have required reconsideration. The architect believes the horizontality can be replicated; the 8-inch 
panel was chosen because it is about the same as three courses of brick, and the new panels will still reflect 
that same pattern. 
 
Mr. Zumbrun asked Mr. Weaver to clarify the removal of grave markers. Mr. Weaver noted that the 
contractor has hired a company to do a thorough survey to identify the locations of potential remains, no 



 

remains, and known remains. Mr. Weaver explained that some work will be done in the memorial garden, 
where some remains will need to be exhumed and relocated. The new ramp will also require some remain 
relocations. Mr. Redshaw asked about the age of the markers and Mr. Weaver replied that some are quite 
old, but that several had already been relocated in the 1950s as a result of an earlier addition to the church. 
Mr. Weaver emphasized that the plan is to relocate all known remains before construction begins and Mr. 
Redshaw urged that the greatest care be taken to account for all remains. 
 
Mr. Weaver identified a portion of wall, not visible from the street, where they propose to enclose a stained 
glass window by cutting a light well around the stained glass piece in order to illuminate it. Mr. Weaver 
mentioned the need to replace an existing hollow metal door with a new hollow metal door with windows.  
 
Mr. Weaver explained that the rear entrance will be altered with a few new steps and a new railing, which 
will be a metal railing with a painted or powder coat finish. The access ramp design started out as a 
flagstone or bluestone material, but pricing constraints required they opt for an aggregate material. Mr. 
Redshaw cautioned against the aggregate material due to the undesirable texture for handicap use and the 
maintenance issues in the winter. Mr. Weaver agreed and explained that there had been multiple 
conversations about those issues and that testing areas will be used to confirm the appropriate percentage 
of exposed aggregate. 
 
Motion: On a motion by Mr. Redshaw, seconded by Mr. Kunkle, the Board voted 4 to 0 to approve the 
application.  
 
 
Case #5 – 364 W. Princess Street 
 
Applicant represented by Holly Dekarske, of Royal Square Development 
 
A request by Royal Square Development for Certificate of Appropriateness for exterior alterations to the 
property at 364 W. Princess Street. The applicant proposes to make exterior alterations and renovations to 
the property at 364 W. Princess Street. The proposed work will include the replacement of an old privacy 
fence which has already been removed with a 6-foot picket fence on the sides of the property. The back 
of the property will be fenced with a 4-foot picket fence with a matching gate. The fencing will remain 
unpainted. Additionally, the applicant proposes to replace existing windows with aluminum clad windows 
on the front and west side of the home, and vinyl windows in the rear. The configurations of the windows 
will remain consistent with the existing configuration (six-over-six on the third floor and two-over-two on 
the remainder). The applicant also proposes to replace existing asphalt shingles on the cheeks of the third 
story dormer addition with vinyl siding which will match vinyl siding in place at the rear of the property. 
A rubber membrane roof will also be replaced in-kind. 
 
Ms. Dekarske presented the project by addressing the various components of the proposed work. The 
existing wood door will be kept and repainted, not replaced as proposed. The existing 6-foot wood and 
lattice fence will be completely removed and replaced with a 6-foot fence on the sides of the property and 
a 4-foot fence on the south end (same style as the 6-foot). The gate on the 4-foot fence would be the same 
material and height. It will be natural, unpainted, pressure-treated (pine) wood. No lattice will be installed 
on the replacement fence. The Board requested that the applicant submit additional information about 
staining the board fence rather than keep it natural wood.  
 
A rubber roof will be installed on the rear addition, which is not visible. The Board had no concern with 
this issue. 
 



 

Regarding the two dormers (one front and back), the plan is to replace the existing slate shingle siding 
with vinyl, which will match the vinyl siding on the rear addition. The Board was not concerned with rear 
dormer as it is not visible from the right-of-way. The Board requested that the applicant consider 
alternative materials for the front dormer, including Hardy Plank and other sheet material that replicates 
the shingle siding, as the point is to preserve the aspect of the shingle dormer and what is seen from the 
street.  
 
Mr. Tony Matero, contractor, presented the proposed window replacements. All windows on the west side 
and front elevations including the front dormer window (those visible from the street) are proposed for 
replacement. Most of the existing windows have rotted sashes and are single-pane; the building is being 
converted to single-family and they need to improve energy-efficiency. The new windows will be 
Anderson Eagle windows, painted with a very similar color to the existing color. They are aluminum/vinyl 
windows clad in wood. The sash pattern will match existing and the new frames will allow the retention 
of the existing sill and stop molding. 25 N Beaver was approved with similar product. The rear and east 
windows including the 3rd-floor dormer (those not visible from the street) would be total vinyl window 
replacements. The Board was supportive of the Anderson Eagle windows. 
 
Motion: On a motion by Mr. Zumbrun, seconded by Mr. Kunkle, the Board voted 4 to 0 to approve the 
application, on the condition that the applicant return to the Board with material alternatives for the front 
dormer siding and information about staining the privacy fence before it is ereted. 
 
 
Case #6 – 337 W. Princess Street 
 
Applicant represented by John and Kimberly Barnes, owners  
 
Ms. Barnes presented to the Board photographs showing the portions of the windows and doors which 
will be restored and repainted. The door surround, the cornice soffit, and the wood window lintels will all 
be repainted, rather than wrapped in aluminum as original proposed. Ms. Barnes requested that the Board 
meet their compromise and allow them to wrap the windows in aluminum, as originally proposed. One 
window had already been wrapped before the applicant received the stop-work order earlier in the year. 
The windows have already been replaced. The Board explained that covering the wood surrounds in 
aluminum will not help the badly deteriorated wood underneath.   
 
Mr. Barnes mentioned that approval had been provided in the April 9, 2015 HARB meeting for the 
adjacent house (335 W. Princess St.) to wrap all windows. It is the Board’s understanding that the adjacent 
owner installed all new windows without approval or a permit and that the board did not vote to approve 
the work. For clarification, the Board requested a copy of the April 9, 2015 HARB Meeting Minutes and 
COA for 335 W. Princess Street.  
 
Regarding the dormer, which is visible from the street, Ms. Barnes explained that the plan is to replace 
the wood siding with aluminum and wrap the window with aluminum as proposed with the other windows. 
Mr. Fox noted that the wood cap does not look in poor condition and should be retained, and explained 
that more sympathetic material is available clad the dormer. The Board requested that the applicant look 
into other material for the dormer.  
 
Motion: On a motion by Mr. Redshaw, seconded by Mr. Kunkle, the Board voted 4 to 0 to approve the 
wood restoration as presented for the door, window surrounds, and soffit; to deny wrapping the remaining 
windows with aluminum; and to deny cladding the third-floor dormer in aluminum or vinyl. The Board 
requested that the existing aluminum wrap be removed from the one window, and that the wood surrounds 
be restored. 



 

 
 
Case #7 – 101 E. Market Street 
 
Applicant represented by Joe Musso, of Royal Square Development 
 
Mr. Musso presented the proposed project, which is to restore a building for 10 apartment units with 1st 
floor commercial. The H&R Block sign will be removed, the wrap over the transom will be removed, and 
the leaded glass transoms they presume exist beneath will be refurbished an repaired. The wood doors will 
be repaired or replaced in-kind. The inlaid tile will be cleaned and repaired. The brick parapet above the 
cornice will be fully repointed (the rest of the brick, below the cornice, had been repointed in the past and 
is not needed at this time). The missing and damaged marble will be replaced. The leaded glass windows 
on Duke Street will be replaced and those on Market Street will be retained. The bay windows are in good 
shape and will be maintained. All sills had previously been wrapped and the wraps will be retained, 
repaired, and replaced as needed. All existing windows will be replace with aluminum windows clad with 
wood. The windows on the back of the building are currently fixed eight-pane windows and they will be 
replaced with similar, but operable sliding windows which will also be wood clad aluminum. Lighting 
will be installed along Duke and Market Streets, placed on top of the first-floor cornice and pointing 
straight up the facade. They will be mounted on top of the ledge, placed between the bays and one in the 
front elevation. Mr. Fox explained that the lights should be mounted to the brick mortar, not the bricks 
themselves, as the mortar can be refilled. Mr. Redshaw requested that the applicant submit the lighting 
scheme and devices to JMT for approval.  
 
The masonry repair/replacement plan was presented by Mr. Roger L. Derr II, of The Witmer Group. Mr. 
Derr introduced the proposed marble replacement, which is colored very similar to the existing green 
marble. The 21 damaged pieces will be replaced in kind, most of which are located near the sidewalk. 
Stainless steel anchors will be hidden inside the walls and loose panels will be re-anchored.  
 
The proposed leaded glass replacements on Duke Street was presented by Matt Mitchell. The panels are 
18 feet long and removing them will result in breakage. Three of the nine panels are loose and all are 
deteriorating from neglect. Mr. Mitchell described a product that utilizes traditional stained glass 
technique that does not use leaded glass. The replacements will have steel frames and will utilize high-
strength silicone to keep the pane inside the frame. The replacements will be very durable and able to be 
pressure-washed. The technique allows for an exact replicated design of the existing windows—traced 
and measured. The replacements will be done in shorter sections, three six-foot sections instead of a single 
18-foot window, which will allow for easier future repairs. The existing overall steel frame will be 
repaired/reused.  
 
Motion: On a motion by Mr. Zumbrun, seconded by Mr. Redshaw, the Board voted 4 to 0 to approve the 
application, reserving approval of the façade lighting scheme to staff review at a future date.  
 
 
Case #8 – 19 N. George Street 
 
Applicant represented by Mr. Musso, of Royal Square Development 
 
A request by Royal Square Development for Certificate of Appropriateness for exterior alterations to the 
windows and repainting of previously painted surfaces at the property at 19 N. George Street. The 
applicant proposes to repaint previously painted surfaces, install a new awning, and replace a large 
window with logo glass with a three-panel folding glass wall. 
 



 

Discussion:  Mr. Musso requested clarification on whether an applicant must get approval from the Board 
to paint an existing painted surface. The Board clarified that they do not have jurisdiction over colors but 
and that an applicant is permitted to paint currently painted surfaces. However, an applicant must seek 
approval to paint unpainted brick (which not proposed in this case).  
 
Mr. Musso explained that the plan is to add a welded frame awning to the façade, which will project about 
66” from the façade, past the edge adjacent building but not significantly into the sidewalk. No signage or 
posts will be installed on awning. An existing etched glass window will be replaced with a three-part 
folding window that will open the restaurant to the sidewalk. The brick will be cleaned and repointed; the 
existing wood windows and transoms will be cleaned and repaired.  
 
Mr. Dennis motions to accept application as presented, Mr. Craig seconds. No further discussion. All in 
favor. 
 
Motion: On a motion by Mr. Kunkle, seconded by Mr. Zumbrun, the Board voted 4 to 0 to approve the 
application.  
 
 
No Additional Discussion 
 
 
Adjourning and next meeting A motion to adjourn was made 

by Mr. Redshaw, and Mr. 
Kunkle seconded. All in favor 
and the meeting was 
adjourned at 8:15 pm. 
 
The next meeting is scheduled 
for Thursday June 11, 2015. 

 

 
Minutes recorded by Lindsey Allen, Architectural Historian, JMT.  


