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BOROUGH OF LITCHFIELD HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 2187
Litchfield, Connecticut 06759

The Borough of Litchfield Historic District Commission held Public Hearings on
Thursday, October 16, 2025 at the Pilgrim House, First Congregational Church,
21 Torrington Road, Litchfield, Connecticut. The hearings were called to order by
Chairman, Wendy Simoncelli at 7:01 pm.

Present were Commissioners: Chairman Wendy Simoncelli, Tony Cecchinatto, Glenn
Hillman and Norman Ambrose Sauer.

Commissioners absent: Julia Metcalf, Bob Whelan (Alt) and Jarett Monterio (Alt).

Also present were: Brett Seamans, Paul Mitchell, Jonathan von Oy, Artan Adili, Gentian
Adili, Heather Knape, John Clements and Robyn Ryle.

The Chairman explained the procedure for conduct of the hearings and described each
application. Mr. Hillman, Clerk, read the legal advertisement of each hearing as
published.

At 7:03 pm Mr. Hillman recused himself for the next application, since he is an abutting
neighbor.

1. The public hearing published October 10, 2025 in the Republican American,
Application #2605-B, Giancarlo and Jane Keltner Valle, 153 North St, to install
hardscape with artificial turf mat patio/court in backyard convened at 7:03 pm. The
Commission reviewed the application and the Chairman asked Mr. Ambrose Sauer
to present his research findings from the Secretary of Interior Standards. It was
asked if the home owner provided sections with sight lines and elevation points as
requested by the Commission. The Applicant did not provide the additional
information. The Commission explained they believe the area in question is visible
from the public way and that the proposed artificial turf would be precedent setting.
Mr. Ambrose Sauer read a summary of his findings into the record as Exhibit 1 with a
list of sources (see attached). Exhibits 2 through 11, are copies of the source
materials referenced in the summary, including excerpted sections of the Secretary
of the Interior Standards and HDC regulations, and will be placed in the file. As a
concise summary of the findings: while it is not outright banned in the federal
standards, artificial turf is typically impermissible in visible areas of historic districts
due to incompatibility with historic character.

Brett Seamans offered his opinion as a Landscape Architect who has designed several
parks. He stated that how the artificial turf appears depends on the artificial turf material
selected and some turf looks much like real grass. He noted, however, that artificial turf
does not change with the seasons and in the winter, it will clearly look artificial. He
wonders if federal guidelines should be updated.
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There being no further members of the public present to speak in regard to the
application, the public hearing was adjourned at 7:16 pm.

At 7:16 pm Mr. Hillman was reseated as a regular Commissioner.

2. The public hearing published October 10, 2025 in the Republican American,
Application #2606, Edwin Reboyras Montalvo, 169 West St, to install solar panels on
the roof convened at 7:16 pm. The Commission reviewed the application. It was
noted that despite multiple requests by the Commission for a new configuration of
the solar panels the homeowner has not provided one, leaving the Application as
non-compliant.

There being no further members of the public present to speak in regard to the
application, the public hearing was adjourned at 7:17 pm.

3. The public hearing published October 10, 2025 in the Republican American,
Application #2612, Town of Litchfield, Town Hall, 74 West St, to replace 38 windows
convened at 7:18 pm. The Commission reviewed the application with Brett Seamans,
Assistant Supervisor, Public Works Depart., who explained that the muntin samples
he ordered have not arrived and he has ordered additional samples from a different
vendor and should have them for the next meeting. This Application is held over to
November 6, 2025 pending receipt of muntin samples.

There being no further members of the public present to speak in regard to the
application, the public hearing was adjourned at 7:20 pm.

4. The public hearing published October 10, 2025 in the Republican American,
Application #2614, Cobblestone Properties LLC, 33 West St, to add entrance and
enlarge deck with stairs and on the second floor add a balcony with door and sliding
glass window convened at 7:20 pm. The Commission reviewed the application.

There being no further members of the public present to speak in regard to the
application, the public hearing was adjourned at 7:26 pm.

5. The public hearing published October 10, 2025 in the Republican American,
Application #2616, Heather Knape and Jason Thorpe, 21 Karl St, toinstall
A/C compressors convened at 7:28 pm. The Commission reviewed the application
with Heather Knape and John Clements, Architect. Clarification was made that the
units will be placed on gravel at the back corner of house with evergreen screening.

There being no further members of the public present to speak in regard to the
application, the public hearing was adjourned at 7:31 pm.

6. The public hearing published October 10, 2025 in the Republican American,
Application #2617, Sarah Dalton-Morris, 43 Woodruff St, to replace roof convened at
7:32 pm. The Commission reviewed the application. This is an emergency roof
replacement. The Building Dept. had been informed that a valid and compliant HDC
application is in process and a Certificate of Appropriateness will be forthcoming for
this roof replacement in kind.
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There being no further members of the public present to speak in regard to the
application, the public hearing was adjourned at 7:33 pm.

7. The public hearing published October 10, 2025 in the Republican American,
Application #2618, Vincent Mainella, 58 Karl St, to install generator convened at 7:34
pm. The Commission reviewed the application. It was noted that the mechanicals will
be near the unit and are visible from the public way. The Commission will stipulate
the unit to be shielded with evergreen shrubs.

There being no further members of the public present to speak in regard to the
application, the public hearing was adjourned at 7:36 pm.

8. The public hearing published October 10, 2025 in the Republican American,
Application #2619, Benedict Ebner, 52 Wolcott St., to replace roof convened at 7:36
pm. The Commission reviewed the application with Jonathan von Oy, Paramount
Professionals, who provided a letter of agency and clarified the color of the shingles.

There being no further members of the public present to speak in regard to the
application, the public hearing was adjourned at 7:37 pm.

At 7:38 pm Mr. Cecchinato recused himself as he is the homeowner for the next
application.

9. The public hearing published October 10, 2025 in the Republican American,
Application #2620, Tony and Beth Cecchinato, 159 West St, to close in space under
the deck, install garage door, and add man door convened at 7:38 pm. The
Commission reviewed the application with Tony Cecchinato. Specifications were
provided on the doors.

There being no further members of the public present to speak in regard to the
application, the public hearing was adjourned at 7:40 pm.

At 7:40 pm, Mr. Cecchinato was reseated as a regular Commissioner.

Respectfully submitted,
Glenn Hillman, Clerk
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BOROUGH OF LITCHFIELD HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 2187
Litchfield, Connecticut 06759

The Regular Meeting of the Borough of Litchfield Historic District Commission
was held at the Pilgrim House, First Congregational Church, 21 Torrington Rd,
Litchfield, Connecticut on Thursday, October 16, 2025.

I. Call To Order: Chairman, Wendy Simoncelli called the meeting to order at 7:41 pm.

Il. Recording of Attendance:

Present were Commissioners: Wendy Simoncelli, Tony Cecchinato, Norman Ambrose
Sauer and Glenn Hillman.

Commissioners Absent: Julia Metcalf, Bob Whelan (Alt), Jarett Monterio (Alt)

Also present were: Brett Seamans, Paul Mitchell, Jonathan von Oy, Artan Adili, Gentian
Adili, Heather Knape, John Clements and Robyn Ryle.

I1l. Business Pertaining To Certificates of Appropriateness.

At 7:41 pm Mr. Hillman recused himself from the next application, since he is an abutting
neighbor.

1. Application #2605-B, Giancarlo and Jane Keltner Valle, 153 North St, to install patio
in backyard. Mr. Ambrose Sauer made a motion, that after thorough research and
due consideration of Application #2605-B, guided by the Secretary of the Interior
Standards and Guidelines for Historic Preservation, the National Register of Historic
Places Standards for Rehabilitation, and the U.S. Department of the Interior
Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes, this committee member finds
the proposed use of synthetic astroturf (a material invented in the 1960s), where
synthetics create false history as incongruous and inappropriate for the landscape
design of the historic residential property. Located on one the Town of Litchfield’'s
most prominent residential streets and visible from the public way, the proposal fails
to respect the site’s historic character and integrity. Accordingly | make a motion to
deny. Mr. Cecchinato seconded. Some discussion ensued reinforcing the
incongruity of the hardscape surface with the artificial turf mat in the historic district.
All in favor of denying the application. Motion carried.

The votes were: Ambrose Sauer-yea, Cecchinato—yea, Simoncelli-yea.
At 7:45 pm Mr. Hillman was reseated as a regular Commissioner.
2. Application #2606, Edwin Reboyras Montalvo, 169 West St, to install solar panels on
the roof. Mr. Ambrose Sauer made a motion to deny the application as the proposed

configuration of solar panels is non-compliant with HDC guidelines. Mr. Hillman
seconded. All in favor of denying the application. Motion carried.



FINAL

The votes were: Hillman- yea, Ambrose Sauer-yea, Cecchinato-yea.

Application #2612, Town of Litchfield, Town Hall, 74 West St., to replace 38
windows. Application held over to November 6, 2025 pending receipt and review of
muntin samples.

Application #2614, Cobblestone Properties LLC, 33 West St, to add entrance and
enlarge deck with stairs and on the second floor add a balcony with door and sliding
glass window. Mr. Hillman made a motion to approve the application as submitted
and open for discussion. Mr. Ambrose Sauer seconded. Discussion took place
regarding the multiple staircases off the small deck. Mr. Hillman revised his motion
stating due to the site specific nature of the property, being that it is facing a parking
lot and near a loading dock, to approve the application as submitted. Mr. Ambrose
Sauer seconded. Allin favor. Motion carried.

The votes were: Hillman-yea, Ambrose Sauer-yea, Cecchinato—yea.

A Certificate of Appropriateness is hereby issued for work described in said application
as stipulated and is valid for one year from approval.

5. Application #2616, Heather Knape and Jason Thorpe, 21 Karl St, to install

A/C compressors. Mr. Ambrose Sauer made a motion to approve the application as
submitted. Mr. Cecchinato seconded. All in favor. Motion carried.

The votes were: Hillman-yea, Ambrose Sauer-yea, Cecchinato—yea.

A Certificate of Appropriateness is hereby issued for work described in said application as
stipulated and is valid for one year from approval.

6.

Application #2617, Sarah Dalton-Morris, 43 Woodruff St, to replace roof. Mr.
Cecchinato made a motion to approve the application as submitted. Mr. Ambrose
Sauer seconded. Allin favor. Motion carried.

The votes were: Hillman - yea, Ambrose Sauer - yea, Cecchinato—yea.

A Certificate of Appropriateness is hereby issued for work described in said application
as stipulated and is valid for one year from approval.

7.

Application #2618, Vincent Mainella, 58 Karl St, to install generator. Mr. Hillman
made a motion to approve the application as submitted with the stipulation that
evergreen shrubs be planted to shield the unit from the public view. Mr. Ambrose
Sauer seconded. Allin favor. Motion carried.

The votes were: Hillman - yea, Ambrose Sauer - yea, Cecchinato—yea,

A Certificate of Appropriateness is hereby issued for work described in said application
as stipulated and is valid for one year from approval.
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8. Application #2619, Benedict Ebner, 52 Wolcott St, to replace roof. Mr. Cecchinato
made a motion to approve the application as submitted. Mr. Hillman seconded. All
in favor. Motion carried.

The votes were: Hillman - yea, Ambrose Sauer - yea, Cecchinato—yea.

A Certificate of Appropriateness is hereby issued for work described in said application
as stipulated and is valid for one year from approval.

At 7:58pm Mr. Cecchinato recused himself as the Homeowner of the next application.
9. Application #2620, Tony and Beth Cecchinato, 159 West St, to close in space under
the deck, install garage door, and add man door. Mr. Hillman made a motion to approve
the application as submitted. Mr. Ambrose Sauer seconded. All in favor. Motion carried.

The votes were: Hillman - yea, Ambrose Sauer - yea, Simoncelli-yea.

A Certificate of Appropriateness is hereby issued for work described in said application
as stipulated and is valid for one year from approval.

At 8:00 pm Mr. Cecchinato was reseated as a Commissioner.

IV. Other Business
a. Public participation. None

b. Review and/or acceptance of new applications.

1. Application #2621, John Daikus, 170 East St., to remove half constructed deck and
stairs, which replaced a previous landing and stairs, and rebuild it as 8'x6' deck and
stairs with railing. The Commission reviewed the application with Paul Mitchell,
Contractor.

2. Application #2622, Town of Litchfield, Community Field, 58 North Lake St, to install
signs to display tennis and pickleball court rules. The Commission reviewed the
application with Brett Seamans, Assistant Supervisor, Public Works Department.

3. Application #2623, Heather Knape and Jason Thorpe, 21 Karl St., to change
enclosed porch into open porch with columns and railings; add external chimney,
rebuild existing chimney from the roof line up; add dormer to rear of house; and
replace 3rd floor window on north side. The Commission reviewed the application
with Heather Knape and John Clements, Architect.

4. Application # 2624, Genci Adili,15 Meadow St., to install signs for the business,
Retirement Income Source. The Commission reviewed the application with Artan
Adili and Gentian Adili.

5. Waiver: MacDonald Family LLC, 3 West St., to repair steps to basement businesses
in kind. The Commission reviewed the application.
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c. Any other business that may properly come before the Commission.

V. Correspondence: None

VI. Approval of Minutes.

Mr. Ambrose Sauer made a motion to approve the minutes from October 2, 2025
with minor changes. Mr. Cecchinato seconded. All in favor. Motion carried.

VII. Adjournment.
There being no further business Mr. Cecchinato made a motion to adjourn at 9:13

pm, seconded by Mr. Ambrose Sauer and the motion carried unanimously.

Respectfully submitted,
Glenn Hillman, Clerk
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EXHIBIT 1

Breakdown of Permissibility of Artificial Turf in Historic Districts

Based on the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(including guidelines for cultural landscapes), the use of artificial turf (often referred to as
synthetic grass or AstroTurf) in a historic district is generally not recommended or
permissible, particularly if it's visible from the public way. This assessment stems from the
standards' emphasis on preserving historic character, using compatible materials, and
avoiding alterations that introduce modern elements incompatible with the property's
historical integrity. Historic districts, regulated under local ordinances that often incorporate
these federal standards, typically prioritize exteriors and landscapes visible to the public (e.g.,
front yards, street-facing areas) to maintain the overall historic appearance of the district.

Below is a break down by key factors, drawing from the standards' four treatment
approaches (Preservation, Rehabilitation, Restoration, and Reconstruction), relevant
guidelines for cultural landscapes (which include vegetation, ground covers, and site features
like lawns), and examples from local implementations. Note that while the federal standards
provide broad principles, local historic preservation commissions (e.g., in cities like Cape
May, NJ, or Tampa, FL) enforce them through specific design guidelines, often prohibiting
artificial turf outright in visible areas. Ultimate permissibility depends on the property's
treatment plan, local regulations, and review by a State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
or local commission.

1. Core Principles from the Secretary's Standards Relevant to Artificial Turf

e Preservation of Historic Character: The standards require retaining and preserving
distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships that define the
property's historic significance. Landscapes in historic districts often include natural
vegetation like grass lawns, meadows, or ground covers, which contribute to the
"feeling" and "association" of the era (e.g., a Victorian-era front yard with natural
turf). Introducing artificial turf—a modern synthetic material—could alter visual
qualities (e.g., texture, color vatiation, seasonal changes) and create a "false sense of
historical development," which is explicitly discouraged.

e Use of Substitute Materials: Per Preservation Brief 16 (on substitute materials for
historic buildings and landscapes), replacements or new additions must match the
historic ones in composition, design, color, texture, and visual appearance where
possible. Artificial turf is not an "in-kind" replacement for natural grass; it's a
substitute that may not replicate natural growth patterns, water absorption, or
ecological functions. Substitutes are only allowed if historic materials are unavailable,
hazardous, or infeasible—and even then, they must be compatible and documented.
Synthetic materials are often deemed incompatible for visible landscape features
because they don't age or weather like natural ones.
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e Compatibility and Differentiation: New features must be "physically and visually
compatible" with the historic property but differentiated from the original to avoid
misleading future observers. Artificial turf, being a contemporary product, might be
seen as too starkly modern, especially in districts emphasizing natural or period-
appropriate landscapes.

e Visibility from the Public Way: Historic district regulations focus on "public
viewsheds" (e.g., street-facing yards, parks, or open spaces). Changes visible from
public rights-of-way must not detract from the district's cohesive historic appearance.
Artificial turf in front yards or along streets is often prohibited because it can disrupt
uniform natural landscapes, altering the district's overall character (e.g., a row of
historic homes with manicured natural lawns).

e Code and Practical Considerations: While accessibility, environmental, or
maintenance needs (e.g., water conservation) might justify substitutes, they must
minimize impact. For instance, drought-resistant natural grasses could be preferred
over synthetics. Chemical treatments or alterations that damage historic features (e.g.,
installing underlayment that disturbs archaeological resources) are not allowed.

2. Permissibility by Treatment Approach

The standards apply differently depending on the chosen treatment for the property.
Rehabilitation is the most flexible and common for lived-in historic districts, but even there,
artificial turf is rarely approved if visible.

e Preservation (Focus: Maintain existing form and materials): Not permissible.
This treatment prioritizes stabilizing and repairing historic features without
alterations. Replacing natural grass with artificial turf introduces a new, non-historic
material, violating guidelines to avoid removal or alteration of distinctive vegetation
and ground covers. If the landscape already has natural turf as a character-defining
feature, it must be preserved through maintenance (e.g., aerating, fertilizing) rather
than replacement.

e Rehabilitation (Focus: Adapt for contemporary use while preserving historic
character): Potentially permissible in limited cases, but generally not recommended,
especially if visible. This allows alterations for new uses (e.g., low-maintenance
yards), but new features must not destroy historic materials or spatial relationships.
Artificial turf might be considered a "compatible substitute" only if it matches the
visual appearance of historic grass (e.g., in texture and color) and is placed in non-
significant, low-visibility areas (e.g., backyards not visible from the street). However,
many guidelines view it as incompatible due to its synthetic nature, which doesn't
replicate natural seasonal changes or ecological roles. Local examples: Cape May, NJ,
explicitly states "the use of synthetic grass or turf in visible yards is not appropriate.”
Tampa, FL, requires additional historic preservation approval for artificial turf in
districts, implying case-by-case review but often restrictions.

¢ Restoration (Focus: Depict a specific historic period): Not permissible. This
involves removing non-period features and recreating missing ones based on
evidence. Artificial turf, a post-1960s invention, wouldn't align with most historic
periods (e.g., pre-20th century districts). Replacements must use period-appropriate
materials; synthetics would create a false historical appearance.



FINAL

Reconstruction (Focus: Re-create vanished features): Not permissible. This uses
new materials to replicate documented historic appearances for interpretive
purposes. While substitutes are allowed if they match visual qualities, artificial turf
isn't a historic material and could misrepresent the original landscape (e.g.,
reconstructing a 19th-century park lawn with synthetics instead of natural sod).

3. Local and Case-Specific Variations

Many historic districts (e.g., Baltimore, MD; Hingham, MA) adopt the Secretary's
Standards but add stricter rules for landscapes. For instance, synthetic materials are
often banned in visible areas to prevent "visual incongruities." A 2025 case in
Ridgewood, NJ, involved opposition to a synthetic turf sports field near a historic
home due to encroachment on historic views and character.

Exceptions might occur for non-contributing properties (non-historic elements in
the district) or hidden installations (e.g., small backyard patches). However, even
then, commissions may require natural alternatives like native grasses or permeable
pavers.

Process: Any installation requires a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) from the
local historic commission. Submit plans showing minimal impact, with
documentation (e.g., photos of existing conditions, material samples).

4. Recommendations if Considering Artificial Turf

Opt for natural alternatives: Use drought-tolerant native grasses or historic plant
varieties that achieve similar low-maintenance goals without synthetics.

Consult experts: Contact your SHPO, local commission, or a preservation landscape
architect for site-specific advice.

Resources: Review the full Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes
(available via NPS) and Preservation Brief 16 for substitute materials.

In summary, while not outright banned in the federal standards, artificial turf is typically
impermissible in visible areas of historic districts due to incompatibility with historic
charactet.

Here is a list of the key sources referenced for the analysis on artificial turf in historic
districts, drawn from official guidelines, preservation resources, and local examples. These
align with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and related documents. Included are
direct links where available for easy access:

National Park Service (NPS) - Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties: The core federal guidelines, including sections
on cultural landscapes and substitute materials.
o Link: https://www.nps.gov/orgs/1739 /sectretary-standards-treatment-
historic-properties.htm



https://www.nps.gov/orgs/1739/secretary-standards-treatment-historic-properties.htm
https://www.nps.gov/orgs/1739/secretary-standards-treatment-historic-properties.htm
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2.

NPS - Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes: Specific guidance
on vegetation, ground covers, and site features in historic settings, emphasizing
compatibility and preservation of natural elements.

o Link: https://www.nps.gov/subjects/culturallandscapes/upload /CL-
Guidelines-2023.pdf

NPS Preservation Brief 16: The Use of Substitute Materials on Historic
Building Exteriors: Discusses criteria for substitutes (including in landscapes),
requiring visual and physical compatibility; artificial turf often fails these tests.

o Link: https://www.nps.gov/atticles/preservation-brief-16-substitute-
materials.htm

Cape May, NJ Historic Preservation Commission Design Standards: Local
guidelines explicitly prohibiting synthetic grass/turf in visible yards within the
historic district, as an example of standards implementation.

o Link: https://www.capelichtcompact.otrg/wp-
content/uploads/2020/07/Cape-May-Historic-Preservation-Commission-
Design-Standards.pdf (Section on landscapes and materials)

Tampa, FL Historic Preservation Guidelines: Requires special approval for
artificial turf in historic districts, highlighting visibility and compatibility reviews.

o Link: https://www.tampa.gov/sites/default/files/historic-

reservation/files /barrio-latino-commission-design-guidelines.pdf (Relevant
to broader city districts)

Baltimore, MD Historic District Guidelines (Commission for Historical and

Architectural Preservation): Bans synthetic materials in public viewsheds to

maintain district character.

o Link: https://chap.baltimorecity.gov/sites/default/files/ CHAP%20Design
%20Guidelines%020-%20Exterior%20Materials.pdf

Ridgewood, NJ Historic Preservation Case (2025 Example): News and
commission records on opposition to synthetic turf near historic properties due to
visual impact.

o Link: https://www.northjersey.com/story/news/bergen/ridgewood/2025/0
2/15/ridgewood-nj-historic-home-synthetic-turf-debate/ (Local ~ reporting
and HPC minutes)

General NPS Resources on Historic Districts and Local Ordinances: Explains
how federal standards integrate with local rules on visibility from public ways.

o Link: https://www.nps.gov/subjects/historicpreservation/local-historic-
districts.htm



https://www.nps.gov/subjects/culturallandscapes/upload/CL-Guidelines-2023.pdf
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/culturallandscapes/upload/CL-Guidelines-2023.pdf
https://www.nps.gov/articles/preservation-brief-16-substitute-materials.htm
https://www.nps.gov/articles/preservation-brief-16-substitute-materials.htm
https://www.capelightcompact.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/Cape-May-Historic-Preservation-Commission-Design-Standards.pdf
https://www.capelightcompact.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/Cape-May-Historic-Preservation-Commission-Design-Standards.pdf
https://www.capelightcompact.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/Cape-May-Historic-Preservation-Commission-Design-Standards.pdf
https://www.tampa.gov/sites/default/files/historic-preservation/files/barrio-latino-commission-design-guidelines.pdf
https://www.tampa.gov/sites/default/files/historic-preservation/files/barrio-latino-commission-design-guidelines.pdf
https://chap.baltimorecity.gov/sites/default/files/CHAP%20Design%20Guidelines%20-%20Exterior%20Materials.pdf
https://chap.baltimorecity.gov/sites/default/files/CHAP%20Design%20Guidelines%20-%20Exterior%20Materials.pdf
https://www.northjersey.com/story/news/bergen/ridgewood/2025/02/15/ridgewood-nj-historic-home-synthetic-turf-debate/
https://www.northjersey.com/story/news/bergen/ridgewood/2025/02/15/ridgewood-nj-historic-home-synthetic-turf-debate/
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/historicpreservation/local-historic-districts.htm
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/historicpreservation/local-historic-districts.htm
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Exhibit list for application# 2605-B, Giancarlo Valle and Jane Keltner de Valle,
153 North Street, to install hardscape with artificial turf mat patio in backyard.

1. Breakdown of Permissibility of Artificial Turf in Historic Districts.

2. Historic District Commission Regulations, (page 12, art. V. —
DETERMINATION OF APPROPRIATENESS, part. A - Deliberations).

3. Secretary of Interior’'s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing
Historic Buildings- page 2-3, Using the Standards & Guidelines.

4. Secretary of Interior’'s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing
Historic Buildings- page 27-30, Preservation.

5. Secretary of Interior’'s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing
Historic Buildings- page 75-76, Rehabilitation.

6. Secretary of Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing
Historic Buildings- page 163-164, Restoration.

7. National Register of Historical Places, Title 36, Chapter 1, Part 67.7
Standards for rehabilitation.

8. National Register of Historic Places Fact Sheet, Criteria for Evaluation.

9. U.S. Dept of Interior, Understanding Cultural Landscape Research,
Overview of Cultural Landscape Reports — Purpose & Use.

10.U.S. Dept of Interior, Guide to Cultural Landscapes Reports

11.U.S. Dept of Interior, Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes,
Defining Landscape Terminology.



