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NEW HAVEN HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION  

Wednesday, November 12, 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: Kaelie Moran (Planner II and staff to the Commission), Trina Learned 
(Commissioner and Chair), Cordalie Benoit (Commissioner), Karen Jenkins (Commissioner), 
Michael Waters (Commissioner), Richard Munday (Commissioner), David Valentino 
(Commissioner), John Herzan (New Haven Preservation Trust consultant) 

1. Roll Call  

Chair Learned requests a moment of silence in memory of Susan Godshall, former commissioner, 
who passed away recently. 

 
2. New Public Hearing 

2.1 25-13-CA 7 Wooster Place Unit #5 (MBLU: 208 0551 00705) Wooster Square Local 
Historic District. Owner/Applicant: Marcela Echeverri. Seeking approval to restore 9 windows. 
 
Marcela Echeverri, 7 Wooster Place Unit #5 
James Meehan, Windows Restorations of Connecticut, 604 Rod Road, Berlin 
 
Ms. Echeverri lives in a condominium on the third floor of this house and proposes restoring nine 
windows spread across all elevations. The current windows are in disrepair.  The bathroom 
window will have privacy glass on the bottom sash. The restoration entails the frames will be 
retained and accommodate new thicker insulated glass. Mr. Meehan describes the process which 
includes taking the sashes back to their workshop, removing lead paint, making an indent and 
putting double pane glass into the sash. Then they put the exterior glazing and muntins on. The 
modified windows are efficient and don’t shrink the amount of glass like a replacement wood 
window. For installation, they take out the weights and the weight pockets, fill the pockets with 
insulation, and then put a spring balance in to make the sash work properly. The arched tops will 
have one piece of glass and then six over six lights in the rest of the window. 
 
Chair Learned asks about the permission needed from the HOA to do the windows. Ms. Echeverri 
shows an email stating that replacing the windows is approved (this application is for restoration). 
Chair Learned asks to see examples of before and after photos of windows Mr. Meehan has done. 
She also asks about one of the windows (kitchen) and the exterior appearance because it will be 
reconfigured to make it more operable since part of it is behind the countertop. Mr. Meehan plans 
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to make the lower sash fixed and the upper sash movable. He confirms that it will not look 
different from the exterior. Chair Learned asks about the privacy glass. Mr. Meehan suggests there 
are different types of glass for this. Chair Learned asks about applying a privacy film instead but 
Mr. Meehan thinks it would peel in the bathroom location. Commissioner Waters asks about 
screens. Ms. Echeverri confirms the screens will remain. 
 
Chair Learned opens up the public comment session. 
 
Anstress Farwell, 59 Elm Street 
Ms. Farwell requests clarification of which windows are being restored. She is concerned about 
changing just one floor of windows because modern glass is different than historic glass. She likes 
the overall approach of the project but not for just one floor. 
 
John Herzan, New Haven Preservation Trust (NHPT) consultant, 922 State Street 
Mr. Herzan commends the concept of retaining the windows but is concerned about the muntin 
profile that will be attached and how they will compare to the existing. He feels they should be as 
original as possible. 
 
Ms. Moran reads the staff report which describes the project and recommends approval.  Staff feel 
it aligns with the guidelines since the application is to retain and restore the windows. 
 
Chair Learned closes public testimony. She asks Mr. Meehan about the exterior muntins. Mr. 
Meehan says they will be the same shape and width but not as deep (about 1/8” less) because of 
the thicker glass. Commissioner Munday also commends the attention to detail to restore the 
windows but is concerned about removing the existing glass and replacing it with insulated glass 
(which also doesn’t last as long). He explains that an increase in energy efficiency will be minor 
with only one floor of windows being done. He also thinks there are alternatives to making the 
bathroom window obscured and finds it difficult to envision the kitchen window configuration and 
how it will look from the exterior. Commissioner Waters is impressed by Mr. Meehan’s company 
and the work they do. He adds that there are storm windows on the whole building which unify the 
look but by removing the top floor’s storm windows, it will no longer match. Commissioner 
Benoit says she has seen in person that this Mr. Meehan’s company does good work and adds that 
this building doesn’t have matching windows on all floors. Commissioner Jenkins asks to clarify 
that the Commission is suggesting that if all windows don’t change, no windows should change. 
Chair Learned feels they have an obligation to the integrity of the whole building. Commissioner 
Valentino suggests retaining the storm windows to unify the look. He also is concerned about the 
precedent it will set for multifamily buildings and changes in each unit if this application is 
approved. Mr. Meehan confirms that the storm windows can be retained. Chair Learned states that 
since storm windows are considered non-permanent and traditionally not under consideration by 
the Commission, making an application contingent on keeping them could be problematic.  
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Commissioner Waters moves to approve the application with stipulations that the bathroom 
window is not obscured glass and the kitchen window’s top sash be operable. 
Commissioner Jenkins seconds. 
Discussion: There is discussion about whether the (kitchen) back window is visible from the 
public view. Commissioner Valentino shows on street view the window is visible from Chapel 
Street. Chair Learned is still concerned about the homogeneity of the whole building. 
Aye: 4 (Waters, Benoit, Valentino, Jenkins) 
Nay: 1 (Munday) 
Abstentions: 0 
Motion carries at 8:09PM. 
 
3. Discussion Items 
 
3.1 New Haven Green Plan Update by Giovanni Zinn, City Engineer 
 
Mr. Zinn explains the background on the Green design planning and how the city has worked with 
the Proprietors to maintain and improve the Green. The vision is that the Green is not to be 
enjoyed for just single events but also as a space that people come to on a daily basis as a 
destination, not just to go through to get somewhere else. Through many meetings with the public, 
New Haven Preservation Trust, Preservation Connecticut and the State Historic Preservation 
Office, they have configured a concept plan that reflects preservation efforts with the landscape 
architect firm Tavella Design Group. He shows the plan with raised tables on streets around the 
Green and one lane Temple Street heading southbound with parking lane for Sundays (church 
access). There is a discussion about simplifying bus routes, changing the directions of surrounding 
streets, and parking around the Green. The City is looking to unify the two sides of the Green for a 
better pedestrian experience. They are not going to substantially change the upper Green and will 
maintain path configuration on the lower Green, keeping the center as open as possible. Trees will 
be added where trees have been lost as infill. Temple Street will retain its historic aesthetic running 
under the tree canopies and will have traffic calming measures installed. The stone dust path will 
be hardscaped (type to be determined, likely some type of paver) due to winter icing. The area 
around the fountain will be expanded and a food/beverage kiosk will be tucked back near Church 
Street.  
 
Commissioner Munday asks about the color of paths in the rendering in terms of what the 
materials will be and Commissioner Waters asks if it’ll be the same material as Temple Street as 
indicated in the rendering. Mr. Zinn replies that it is still undetermined but unifying the design of 
both sides of the Green is the goal, likely it will not be the color in the rendering. Looking back at 
how Temple Street was laid out originally could inform the decision. Commissioner Waters raises 
that the outreach for public feedback on this project seems to be lacking as several Commissioners 
were not aware of any public meetings. Mr. Zinn replies that they have had some public meetings 
and with interested parties and have gotten feedback from those as well as communication from 
letters and emails. He reiterates the goal of getting people to come and go through the Green safely 
but also to stay and enjoy it, especially families with children. Commissioner Valentino asks about 
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public safety. Mr. Zinn explains that activation of spaces and more appropriate activity on the 
Green will encourage responsible use.  
 
Chair Learned explains that there is a concern about stewardship so late in this process because the 
Commission was not part of the discussion until now after a couple iterations. The earlier the 
Commission is involved due to the city being a Certified Local Government (CLG), she hopes it is 
just the beginning of the conversation. There is discussion about the city departments that are 
involved due to a concern that the city plan department has been excluded, including the 
Commission. Mr. Zinn encourages feedback and ensures the Commission he values their input. 
Commissioner Waters adds that the Commission will have a role under Section 106 Review. 
Everything has to be approved by the Proprietors as well who have also retained Towers Golde as 
a landscape architect consultant and the churches have retained Reed Hilderbrand for their area. 
 
Commissioner Waters asks about hardscape plazas in front of the churches. Mr. Zinn responds that 
it keeps the current width, which is the turning radius of a vehicle and keeps access to the front of 
the churches (vehicle apron). Commissioner Benoit asks if there is a public restroom. Mr. Zinn 
says there is one in the food service kiosk. An architect will be hired to design that building. 
Another feature shown in the design is a temporary footprint for pop-up spaces as needed. 
Commissioner Munday asks about the color of the different areas of hardscape and how they will 
tie together the space, especially because it is depicted in the design as pink. Commissioner 
Jenkins comments that those kinds of details are placeholders until a decision is made and Mr. 
Zinn confirms that. Commissioner Munday does not want the placeholder to become the decision. 
Chair Learned agrees because the Commission has not been involved yet, so it is not clear.  
 
According to Mr. Zinn, the timeline is still to be determined, and the raised intersections will likely 
be implemented first followed by the Temple Street reconfiguration and bus service improvements. 
The next few months will be a lot of work on the design details. He thinks that overall, the changes 
are modest to the shape, color, and function of the Green. Commissioner Waters asks about the 
Temple Street lane change and why it was done. Mr. Zinn responds that he feels it is unifying the 
two sides because it’s returning to the dimensions before the automobile. The City is determining 
if there will be another public meeting. Chair Learned confirms they the Commission will be part 
of the review process. Ms. Farwell adds that she put in a request in January to have the 
Commission involved and suggests that it be continued on the normal agenda with time for 
Commissioners to view plans in advance. 
. 
3.2 Demolition Delay Items: 

• 649 Howard Avenue – Full Demolition 

Ms. Moran explains this proposed demolition; the former city police 3rd precinct built in 1895. 
It is a contributing resource to the Howard Avenue National Register District and is on the 
Historic Resources Inventory. 
 
Michael Taylor, 400 Columbus Avenue, Cornell Scott 
Sean Galligan, 400 Columbus Avenue, Cornell Scott 
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Mr. Taylor explains that they acquired the building in 2021 with the intention of consolidating 
it to create a development. It is now cost prohibitive and proving to be a public safety hazard 
due to longtime vacancy. The interior condition is not structurally sound. The facility needs 
onsite parking, 12-15 gained by the demolition, for those seeking care. Commissioner Waters 
asks about the comprehensive project and why demolition was not done in 2021. The State 
Historic Preservation Office did approve of the partial demolition of the back of the building 
previously, but no Section 106 review will be needed for this demolition (no state funds being 
use). A letter was sent to them. Chair Learned asks about taking the rest of the addition down 
and leaving the historic portion. Mr. Taylor replies that it would not being financially feasible.  
Chair Learned asks for them to provide documentation of existing conditions and consultation 
with a structural engineer as this building is distinguished in the district. Commissioner 
Munday asks them to consider what is gained with demolition besides parking when that 
building could make the neighborhood better. If demolished, there is never that opportunity. 
The demolition delay ends January 26, 2026. 
 
Mr. Piscatelli, City Economic Development Administrator, explains that this property has been 
thought about extensively and no one has stepped up for this building. The city owned this 
building before it was purchased by Cornell Scott. 
 
Miguel Pittman, Hill North Management Team 
Mr. Pittman would like to be involved in the discussion as to how the space could be utilized. 
 
Hill North Management Team Executive Board Memorandum 
Ms. Moran reads this board resolution testimony into the record opposing the demolition 
(attached). 
 
Olivia Martson, 228 Dwight Street 
Ms. Martson asks about the ownership of other parking lots around the facility and adding a 
structure for parking. She opposes the demolition. 
 

• 319 Humphrey Street – Partial Demolition 

Ariane Racow, 319 Humphrey Street 

Ms. Racow explains this property has been in her family for generations. She had it painted 
eight years ago but it is now peeling, trim details are rotting, slate roof is in disrepair, and 
windows need replacing. She was not aware that the house was in a historic district (Orange 
Street National Register District). She has already contracted with a company to do the work. 

The Commission gives her ideas for resources but is at a consensus to not take further action 
on this demolition. 

 
3.3 Approve 2026 HDC Calendar 
 
The only meeting date that is out of the normal schedule is in November 2026 which will be the 
first Wednesday rather than the second of the month due to Veteran’s Day. 
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Commissioner Valentino moves to approve the calendar. 
Commissioner Munday seconds. 
Aye: 6 (All present) 
Nay: 0 
Abstentions: 0 
Motion carries at 10:06pm. 
 

4. Minutes 

4.1 Approval of September 10, 2025 Meeting Minutes 
 
Chair Learned and Commissioner Munday make edits to the minutes. 
 
Commissioner Waters moves to approve the minutes as amended. 
Commissioner Valentino seconds. 
Aye: 6 (All present) 
Nay: 0 
Abstentions: 0 
Motion carries at 10:09PM. 
 

5. New Business 
There is discussion about changing the meeting times to a half hour earlier. Ms. Moran will 
coordinate with the Commissioners and possibly amend the calendar for the next meeting.  
 
Commissioner Munday comments on the vote made earlier because the owner could have done a 
simple restoration without the Commission’s approval. There is a discussion about double pane 
glass, goal of energy efficiency versus the price paid, and the precedent of the Commission 
approving some features that can be different than the rest of the building if it is split into 
condominiums.  
 
Commissioner Learned moves to adjourn. 
Commissioner Jenkins seconds. 
Aye: 6 (All present) 
Nay: 0 
Abstentions: 0 
Motion carries at 10:19PM. 

 

Respectfully submitted by Jordan Sorensen, recorder 



	

Resolution: Opposing Demolition Of A Historic Hill Property For 
Surface Parking And Advancing Adaptive Reuse As A Youth-Focused 

Community Center	

	
Whereas,	
1. Cornell Scott–Hill Health Center has proposed demolishing a circa‑1895 building in the 
Hill neighborhood to create surface parking.	
2. The building is part of our community’s architectural and cultural heritage, and 
demolition would cause permanent loss without delivering tangible civic benefit.	
3. A 2019 commitment by Hill Health to provide a dedicated community meeting space for 
the Hill North Management Team remains unfulfilled.	
4. The Hill neighborhood holds a high concentration of social services but limited youth, 
cultural, and small‑business amenities.	
5. Surface parking contributes to inactivity and isolation — it removes “eyes on the street,” 
discourages walking, and eliminates opportunities for connection. Studies in urban design 
and public health show that active, well‑used spaces promote safety and cohesion, while 
vacant or car‑dominated lots can invite disorder and crime.	
6. The blocks in question form a visible entryway into the Hill neighborhood from the Yale 
Hospital and Union Station corridors and should be strengthened by an anchor that 
supports stability and growth.	
7. Converting historic structures for community use — such as education, youth programs, 
workforce prep, and small‑business incubation — creates continuous activity, enhances 
safety through natural surveillance, and reinforces neighborhood pride.	
8. Demolition and paving increase stormwater runoff and contribute to the urban 
heat‑island effect, harming environmental sustainability.	
9. Adaptive reuse for community purposes serves as an economic multiplier, drawing people 
and creating foot traffic that supports nearby small businesses.	
10. Preserving historical architecture nurtures a shared sense of identity, continuity, and 
belonging among residents.	
 	
Therefore, be it resolved that the Hill North Management Team:	
1. Opposes demolition of the historic structure for conversion into surface parking and 
withholds support for any associated permits or land dispositions until community 
priorities are fully addressed.	
2. Calls for fulfillment of the committed community meeting space, fully equipped and 



operational, prior to any further expansion or requests from Hill Health.	
3. Advances adaptive reuse of the building as the preferred alternative — establishing a Hill 
North Community Center centered on youth programming, family services, digital literacy, 
and workforce preparation.	
4. Requests a formal Community Benefits Agreement (CBA) among Hill Health, the City of 
New Haven, and the Hill North Management Team, defining measurable deliverables, 
timelines, and accountability mechanisms.	
5. Urges a preservation‑first feasibility review including historic assessment, adaptive‑reuse 
financing, and grant or tax‑credit options, with results released publicly before any 
demolition occurs.	
6. Supports a moratorium on demolition or parking‑lot conversion until items (2)– (5) are 
complete and ratified by a public vote of the Hill North Management Team.	
 	
Further resolved:	
The Chair is authorized to transmit this resolution and supporting materials to the Mayor, 
City Plan Commission, LCI, and the Board of Alders (Economic Development Committee), to 
request a public hearing, and to speak on behalf of Hill North in related proceedings. The 
Team seeks a joint working session (Hill North + City + Hill Health) within 30 days to define 
reuse objectives and negotiate the CBA framework.	
 	
Adopted by the Hill North Management Team	
Miguel Pittman Sr., Chair	
Dr. Pamela Monk‑Kelley, Vice Chair	
Jose Dejesus, Treasurer	
Maxine Harris, Secretary	




