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NEW HAVEN HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION  

Wednesday, June11, 2025, Regular Meeting, 7:00 PM 

Location: 165 Church Street New Haven, City Plan Department Conference Room, 5th Floor and 
via Zoom 

Chair Trina Learned calls to order the meeting at 7:04 pm.   

In attendance: Laura Brown (Director of City Plan), Fatima Cecunjanin (Senior Project 
Manager), Trina Learned (Commissioner and Chair), Richard Munday (Commissioner), Cordalie 
Benoit (Commissioner), Karen Jenkins (Commissioner), Michael Waters (Commissioner), John 
Herzan (Consultant) 

1. Roll Call  

 
2. New Public Hearing 

2.1 25-07-CA 501 Quinnipiac Avenue (MBLU: 092 1002 01300) Quinnipiac River Local 
Historic District. Owner: Continuum Management Corp; Applicant: Stephanie Dowling. Seeking 
approval to remove an existing exterior deck to replace with a newly constructed deck. 

Stephanie Dowling, 54 Rockdale Road, West Haven 

Monica O’Connor, Continuum of Care, 501 Quinnipiac Avenue 

Ann Day, Paul Bailey Architects 

Vagner Alves, Franner Home Improvement  

Ms. O’Connor describes the scope of the project which is to renovate a non-original second-floor 
deck for safety reasons. Ms. Day explains they will remove the existing deck, framing and posts 
and change the exit of the stairs to come towards the front of the house. It will consist of a slightly 
larger footprint. In order to be consistent with the house it will have square balusters at safety code 
height of 3’6” which will be higher than existing. The risers and treads will be closed. They would 
like to use a paintable composite material over the structural pressure treated wood framing. Ms. 
Dowling shows a sample of a composite banister and post. 

Chair Learned opens up for Commissioner questions. Commissioner Munday asked if there are 
options other than composite. Ms. Day said pressure-treated wood is also an option but thinks the 
color will not complement the house. She thinks some materials look like a wood post but not 
vinyl. Commissioner Munday explains to the different features and geometry of the composite 
sample which will look different than the wood option which has sharper edges. He would rather 
see something completely different that is not trying to simulate what is there. Chair Learned 
appreciates that the applicant is orienting the stairway to the front of the house. She adds to 
Commissioner Munday’s comments that the fasteners of the composite materials create a different 
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look as well. The use of a composite would give a cookie cutter look to what is an elegant front 
façade. She thinks the look can be contemporary but more in line with the rest of the district. 
Commissioner Munday thinks the design guidelines suggest painted wood. Commissioner Waters 
asks about the supports underneath that are not being replaced. Ms. Day explains the existing posts 
are structurally okay and could be painted to be more aesthetically pleasing. 

Chair Learned opens the meeting for public testimony. 
 
Fernando Pastor, 89 Mulberry Hill Street, Hamden 
 
Mr. Pastor comments that plastic is not an appropriate material and it should be wood. He adds 
though that the Commission approved a project he did in the area with modern materials because 
the guidelines suggests the new addition should be different. 
 
2.1.1 Reading of staff report. 
 
Ms. Cecunjanin and Mr. Herzan consulted with the applicant about the material being used. She 
adds that what is currently there was approved by the Commission in 1986.  
 
John Herzan, New Haven Preservation Trust (NHPT) consultant, 922 State Street 

Mr. Herzan explains that they felt natural wood would not blend with the building but should be 
painted white to complement the trim of the house and minimize a utilitarian feature. He did advise 
the applicant that the Commission would prefer wood over a composite material. 
 
Chair Learned closes public comment and asks for Commissioner discussion. Chair Learned 
summarizes the discussion and suggests more details are needed like specification on lattice panels 
and reconsideration of the material. Commissioner Waters asks about the applicant returning with 
a sharper edged composite material, but Chair Learned does not know of a railing system that is 
available in composite.  
 
Chair Learned moves to continue the application until the next scheduled meeting and asks 
that the applicant return with a modified and more detailed plan. 
Commissioner Waters seconds. 
Aye: 5 (Learned, Waters, Benoit, Munday, Jenkins) 
Nay: 0 
Abstentions: 0 
Motion carries at 7:40PM. 
 
3. Continued Public Hearing 
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3.1 25-05-CA 16 Hallock Avenue (MBLU: 233 0003 00900) City Point Local Historic District. 
Owner: Gur New Haven II Investments; Applicant: David Esses. Seeking approval to replace the 
front-facing exterior porch, for which removal of materials had previously occurred without a 
Certificate of Appropriateness. 
 
The applicant is not present for the second time. 
 
Chair Learned moves to deny the application without prejudice. 
Commissioner Munday seconds. 
Aye: 5 (Learned, Waters, Benoit, Munday, Jenkins) 
Nay: 0 
Abstentions: 0 
Motion carries at 7:42PM. 
 
 
3.2 25-06-CA 532 Chapel Street (MBLU: 207 0543 01100) Wooster Square Local Historic 
District. Owner: Frank Capuano; Applicant: Fernando Pastor. Seeking approval to construct two 
new two-story buildings with two dwelling units each. 
 
Benjamin Trachten, Trachten Law Firm, LLC, 679 State Street 
Frank Capuano, 21 Crestview Drive 
Fernando Pastor, 89 Mulberry Hill Street, Hamden 
 
Mr. Trachten, a land use attorney representing the owner, explains the proposed project and 
development process to have six units in the existing building and the two new buildings planned 
behind it. He explains the process for approvals with upcoming site plan approval which includes 
review by many different departments to emphasize that many more will review concerns outside 
of preservation details. He responds to a letter of concern about density saying that he does not 
think it is detrimental to the historic character of the district and explains that adding units is 
important to address the housing shortage. He urges the Commission to consider the letter with 
these items in mind to work collaboratively for a Certificate of Appropriateness. 
 
Mr. Pastor suggests discussing the density, site plan, and concerns from the last meeting. The 
proposed brackets now are slightly shorter, but wider, instead of 4” they will be 6”. The spacing is 
the same spacing as the original building and it will all be on one plane. The proportions vary 
based on their location (floor level). He is not trying to replicate what is on the original building, 
but he has looked around the district for ideas which he has identified on a map and shows photos 
of to show the difference in brackets and cornice details of other buildings. He added details to the 
drawings about pipe penetrations coming out of the walls, roof shingles, 5” hardy plank clapboard 
siding with a smooth finish, and curved gutters with round downspout (location will be on the site 
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plan).  The original house has varying sizes of windows and the proposed for the new construction 
are aluminum-clad two-over-two or single light casement black windows in two different sizes 
based on the original house. He shows examples of other windows in the district that he thinks 
have been approved by the Commission. Chair Learned does clarify that just because they are 
there it doesn’t mean the Commission approved them. He explains the proposed front doors are 
hardwood with glass. He explains the details of the pergola and the ramp that is to be removed on 
the existing building because it is not to code and is covering the BILCO door (an ADA compliant 
apartment will be in the new building instead). The removal will uncover existing steps which they 
will retain. He shows the exterior lights proposed that will light the exterior doors, but more may 
be required during the site plan review. 
 
Chair Learned asks if the windows have removable grids. Mr. Paster replies they are inside the 
window. Commissioner Waters comments that he does not agree with some of the examples Mr. 
Pastor presented and his comments on what has been approved by the Commission in the past. 
Commissioner Waters asks about different brackets in the drawing. Mr. Pastor explains he did that 
on purpose to show the difference between what he had previously and the current proposed 
design. Commissioner Waters also asks where the BILCO door is because it is not in the drawings. 
Mr. Pastor and Mr. Trachten explain that there is another set of drawings of the pergola and the 
BILCO door plans that was approved by the building department. These are just preliminary plans 
that they are willing to come back and discuss if changes need to be made during site plan review. 
Mr. Trachten clarifies that they need an approved Certificate of Appropriateness for the plans 
presented and if there is a substantial change they will be back before the commission during this 
development process. There was a discussion about storm water drainage which features of are 
shown in the front of the house but that will be changed to the back. 
 
Chair Learned opens up the public comment session. 
 
Barbara Lamb, 538 Chapel Street 
 
Ms. Lamb, the neighbor, reads her written testimony into the record. 
 
Ms. Lamb then presents the photos the applicant provided enlarged to show the proportions are 
incorrect. She thinks they are trying to shoehorn two large buildings into one lot which will block 
the historic structure from the rear. She thinks the examples of previously approved conversion 
projects are not the same as this based on the building/lot types and the time period when they 
were completed. She thinks the example of funeral homes nearby being converted to residential 
would be acceptable but the comparison to this application would be to say their parking lots 
would be filled with new construction which she thinks would not be acceptable. 
 
Amanda Martinelli, Historic Wooster Square Association, 7 Brown Street, Unit 3 
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Ms. Martinelli reads her testimony into the record. 
 
Anstress Farwell, 59 Elm Street 
 
Ms. Cecunjanin reads Ms. Farwell’s testimony into the record. 
 
3.2.1 Reading of staff report 
 
Ms. Cecunjanin reports that staff added a couple of examples of increased density in the district 
(576 Chapel Street and 12 Academy Street) for the applicant. 
 
John Herzan, New Haven Preservation Trust (NHPT) consultant, 922 State Street 

Mr. Herzan comments that it is a complicated situation because there are impressive aspects to the 
buildings’ design plan that show an insightful connection to the Italianate style of the original 
house. He is troubled by the density created because it seems overbearing for the small lot. He 
thought because it met certain zoning requirements he felt like it needed to be approved even 
though it was an uncomfortable fit. He thinks one setback building might be more in line with the 
historic pattern of the area. 
 
Mr. Ward clarifies that the approvals from planning and zoning are separate from the process for a 
Certificate of Appropriateness. 
 
Chair Learned closes public comment. Commissioner Benoit states that she is a member of the 
Historic Wooster Square Association. Commissioner Waters appreciates the modifications made 
based on the last meeting’s concerns and comments that the density must be a consideration of the 
Commission but that doesn’t mean it will be a precedent going forward. Chair Learned is also 
uncomfortable with the density and scale. The renderings make it seem like the three buildings will 
be equal in massing when they’re complete. The former garage that has been gone for a while is an 
example of the scale of secondary structures on a small lot. She asks the Commission to consider if 
there is enough information to vote on the application. Commissioner Waters agrees about the 
renderings which he thinks are hard to understand. 
 
Mr. Trachten requests to address the public comment. The plan calls for a three-story building in 
front of two two-story buildings. He thinks the Commission should not be looking at density but 
only compliance with historic standards. He does not think this will set any precedent for other 
developments. They are removing a large parking lot and restoring the property to residential use.  
 
Chair Learned clarifies that the Commission’s role is to determine if the application is appropriate, 
not compliant. Commissioner Benoit comments that she does not think it’s new neighbors that are 
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being objected to, but the buildings’ space. Commissioner Jenkins comments that she interprets the 
one of the letters as being “not in my backyard” about the addition of affordable units. 
 
Chair Learned moves to approve the application as presented with a proviso that any 
modifications will be presented to the Commission. 
Commissioner Waters seconds. 
Aye: 2 (Waters, Jenkins) 
Nay: 2 (Learned, Benoit) 
Abstentions: 1 (Munday) 
Motion fails at 9:32PM with a majority vote in favor. 
 
Ms. Brown clarifies that with a motion to approve failing, there can still be discussion or additional 
action at a future meeting because the application was not denied. Ms. Jenkins comments that it is 
a burden to the applicant since they have shown up for both meetings. Mr. Capuano comments that 
additional meetings mean more he has to pay his architect and lawyer. There are also ramifications 
for the site review process. Mr. Pastor comments that they have the right to do the density addition 
so it should not be discussed. Commission Waters refutes that it is discussed because the 
Commission determines if it appropriate or not though Mr. Pastor believes the discussion should 
have been done in front of the inclusionary zoning board. Chair Learned reiterates that the 
application is compliant with the zoning requirements, but the Commission determines if the 
application is appropriate. There is discussion about having a subsequent meeting which would 
allow more Commissioners to vote. Also, 65 day timeline for an application will lapse in a few 
days which would be an automatic approval (application accepted on 4/10/25). Chair Learned says 
the rule is 65 days if an action is not made by the Commission and the Commission has made an 
action with the vote. 
 
Commissioner Waters says he voted to approve because the only other option is a single structure 
which will not yield the number of units needed because it would require a larger structure. He 
thinks the density is a problem and the scale is too large but there is no alternative plan. Chair 
Learned says part of the Commission’s prerogative can be to say no. There is no obligation. New 
construction in a historic district is difficult and there is no consensus on how it is done 
appropriately. Some other new constructions projects have come before the Commission over the 
span of six months, so this application is actually moving quickly. 
 
Chair Learned moves to deny the application without prejudice. 
Commissioner Waters seconds. 
Discussion: Commissioner Jenkins objects to a second vote. Mr. Wards says this action will 
allow the applicant to come back. 
Aye: 3 (Learned, Waters, Benoit) 
Nay: 1 (Jenkins) 
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Abstentions: 1 (Munday) 
Motion carries at 10:00PM. 
 

4. Discussion Items 

4.1 Demolition Delay Items: 

• 714 Quinnipiac Avenue – Full Demolition 

Chair Learned explains this house from 1850 outside of the local historic district has suffered 
further demolition by neglect since the last time it was under a demolition delay and the owner 
claims it is structurally unsound.  

Barnett Brodie, no address provided 

Mr. Brodie explains that the previous building permit expired at the fault of the owner not able 
to act on demolition. Chair Learned explained that at the time of the original demolition 
notification, the Commission objected because it thought this building can and should be 
restored. Mr. Brodie knows the significance of the building but feels the building is beyond 
repair and is now blight. Due to repairs and additions made to the brick foundation over the 
years, the owner’s engineer has determined that it is structurally unsound. Ms. Brown clarifies 
that there is no acceptance or denial of the demolition delay. The Commission only can provide 
comments. Chair Learned explains that pre-1850 houses are rare in New Haven so that is why 
the Commission is concerned. She adds that restoration engineers have a different perspective. 
Mr. Brodie says the cost is prohibitive. He is very sensitive in new construction to the 
community character of New Haven. There is a consensus for the Commission to not object to 
the demolition. Mr. Brodie is available for a site visit if the Commission is interested. 

5. Minutes 
 
5.1 Approval of May 14, 2025 Meeting Minutes 
 
Chair Learned moves to approve the minutes.  
Commissioner Munday seconds. 
Aye: 5 (Jenkins, Waters, Jenkins, Benoit, Munday) 
Nay: 0 
Abstentions: 0 
Motion carries at 10:17PM. 

 

6. New Business 

Commissioner Benoit suggests discussing acceptable materials guidelines after some confusion 
with one of the applicants. Commissioner Waters adds that looking at guidelines that other 
Commissions have about new construction would be helpful for interpretation. Mr. Herzan 
suggested that Preservation Connecticut does trainings for commissioners about that kind of topic. 
Commissioner Jenkins adds that the workshops done by city staff were very successful. 
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Commissioner Jenkins moves to adjourn. 
Commissioner Benoit seconds. 
Aye: 5 (All present) 
Nay: 0 
Abstentions: 0 
Motion carries at 10:25PM. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted by Jordan Sorensen, recorder 


