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NEW HAVEN HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION  

Wednesday, May 13, 2026, Regular Meeting, 6:30 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 6:40pm.   

In attendance: Kaelie Moran (Planner II and staff to the Commission), Laura Brown (City Plan 
Director), John Ward (Counsel), Trina Learned (Commissioner and Chair), Karen Jenkins 
(Commissioner), Michael Waters (Commissioner), David Valentino (Commissioner- Remote), 
Dylan Christopher (Commissioner- Remote, present for public portion of meeting), John Herzan 
(New Haven Preservation Trust) 

1. Roll Call  

 
2. Continued Public Hearing 

2.1 26-05-CA 47 South Water Street (MBLU: 232 0001 01300) City Point Local Historic 
District. Owner: Michael Schoen; Applicant: ProEdge Remodeling. Seeking approval to 
remove and replace 11 windows.  
 
Michael Schoen, 47 South Water Street 
 
Since the last meeting, Mr. Schoen investigated aluminum clad wood windows instead of the 
proposed vinyl but found they would have been double the cost. He proposes adding storm 
windows instead of replacing the windows. His contractor will fix the existing windows and add 
storms for extra energy efficiency. Chair Learned explains that storm windows are not permanent 
alterations and will not damage historic fabric, so the Commission encourages them. They view 
the storm window specifications. Chair Learned confirms that the windows in place will remain 
and the specified storm windows will be applied to the exterior of the building. Mr. Schoen 
confirms. Commissioner Jenkins asks how many storms will be added. Mr. Schoen replies that 
there will be 13 total, which is two more than the windows originally proposed to be replaced. 
Commissioner Waters questions setting a precedent by officially approving storm windows 
because he is not sure they need approval according to the guidelines. Ms. Brown determines Mr. 
Schoen could withdraw his application because it is likely he doesn’t need a building permit. If 
that ends up not being the case, Ms. Moran can give administrative approval. No vote is needed for 
this application. 
 
3. New Public Hearing 
3.1 26-06-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 
renovate the front-facing exterior porch where work had previously occurred without a 
Certificate of Appropriateness. 

Bridget Elias, 156 Raceville Road 
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Ms. Elias explains that the current porch is in poor condition and work is underway. There are two 
proposals which are either selective repair and restoration or full replacement. For the first 
proposal, the flooring will be replaced with tongue and groove vertical grain boards, and one of the 
six pillars will be restored due to deterioration. No alterations will be made to the upper 
portion/roof. Materials will match existing materials and texture. The project prioritizes retention 
of original architectural features. She explains the second proposal which will be a reconstruction 
of the porch due to the extent of the deterioration. She shows photos of before and after the work 
had started (2024 vs. April 2026). She explains that the work is being carried out with thoughtful 
consideration for preserving the architectural character of the property and materials and methods 
are being selected to align as closely as possible with preservation methods. She shows 
specifications for materials, dimensions, and architectural drawings. She also shows AI photos of 
what it will look like after the work is complete. 

Commissioner Valentino asks about the brickwork piers on the side and if they will be introduced. 
Ms. Elias replies that they will be. Chair Learned says it would be possible to introduce the piers 
for a repair project, but she doesn’t believe it will be allowed by the building department for 
reconstruction. Commissioner Waters asks about the first proposal and the removal of the 
balusters. Ms. Elias confirms they have been disposed of, but the replacements will match what 
was there. Chair Learned specifies what the spacing should be for the balustrade. She asks if all 
replacement materials are wood. Ms. Elias confirms. She also confirms the new steps will be brick. 
There is discussion about the AI renderings and discrepancies between them. Chair Learned thinks 
the aesthetic is nice for the proposed work, but it is a false narrative in terms of preservation. She 
asks why the work began without coming before the Commission. Ms. Elias says the work order 
came in and they weren’t aware the building was in a historic district. Commissioner Valentino 
comments that Mandy Management has been known to do work without pulling permits and 
coming before the Commission. Ms. Elias apologizes and says they would have done it properly if 
they had known it was a district. Chair Learned explains that she appreciates the materials 
presented but there was not much time to review them as they were submitted right before the 
meeting. She cautions against taking the porch off and reconstructing it. She explains repairs will 
be grandfathered in, but new construction will require modern code requirements.  

Chair Learned confirms the Commission would like to see the first proposal done but outlines 
details they need to see more about including specifications about the brick stairs and piers, 
skirting, railings, and decking including bullnose edge. The Commission would like a close-up 
photo of the column needing repair. 

Chair Learned opens public testimony. No comments. 

This application will be continued to the next meeting. 

4. Discussion Items 

4.1 Commissioner Discussion on New Haven Green Improvements 

Ms. Brown provided some context and updates, all of which is available on the City Engineering 
website. She said the first concept designs were created in 2024. They were revised with limited 
stakeholder input and republished in July 2025. This version reduced the scope of the 
improvements of the upper Green which was a result of a large public meeting with a lot of 
feedback. This scope was refined to focus on access to the upper Green, its history as a cemetery, 
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and to revise Temple Street to reflect its historic appearance and allow limited traffic. The scope 
also amended the fountain apron, moved the food kiosk and bathrooms closer to Church Street to 
preserve the viewsheds to the Green, and addressed drainage issues by providing paver paths at the 
entries. Two items eliminated were the concrete stage and children’s play area. In February of 
2026 there was a preservation stakeholder meeting with the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) which Chair Learned attended. The plans were revised again in March 2026. Ms. Brown 
provides the updated plans which are being sent for National Environmental Protection Act 
(NEPA) review by the SHPO. She explains that the Commission could submit input for SHPO in 
the NEPA review process or she could facilitate the Commission weighing in. 

Commissioner Jenkins asks what the role of City Plan is. Ms. Brown says they are a partner city 
department, but they have not been facilitating the design. As a Certified Local Government 
(CLG) the Commission has a role to provide feedback. Commissioner Jenkins asks about how long 
the public process is open. Ms. Moran says that the SHPO review can take as long as is necessary. 
The Commission should also get a notification under Section 106 review. Chair Learned clarifies 
that the designs in front of them say January 6th and February 12th, not the March version. She also 
finds thm difficult to evaluate without a project narrative and preliminary specifications which also 
means that the designs are still schematic without those details.  

Commissioner Waters feels like there are still big questions because there is still no real 
information presented or answers to those questions already asked. He raises some examples like 
clarity on the placement of the kiosk. He says it would make more sense to include it on the left or 
right side if the viewshed is the priority. He also would like to know about the decision to 
transform the path at each of the corners which he does not think makes sense aesthetically and 
historically. He also wonders about the response to Reed Hilderbrand’s review from the City 
Engineer department which was a review sponsored by the churches. He adds that the time table is 
not clear. 

Chair Learned asks about having a meeting with some of the major stakeholders (Proprietors, 
churches, their architects). Ms. Brown is unsure about meeting with the Proprietors of the Green 
and if they want to have a discussion. She adds that if there was a quorum of Commissioners, they 
could call a special meeting. The purpose would be gathering stakeholders and explaining the 
Commission’s role in the process as a CLG. The intent is to be more knowledgeable about the 
project so that the Commission can be partners and engaged in the process. There is discussion 
with Mr. Ward about what qualifies a meeting or needs to be on public record and how it is 
perceived when Commissioners meet unofficially. Commissioner Jenkins raises that she thinks the 
Commission should step forward to call a meeting with city officials and the public to have a 
discussion about the Green. Chair Learned agrees because there should be a perception of 
openness about the project. Mr. Herzan would suggest a meeting with the City Engineer and the 
Proprietors to get clarity on the project before a meeting with the public. There is a discussion 
about relocating bus ticketing and stops. Mr. Herzan asks if there are plans for another public 
meeting. Ms. Brown replies there is no indication that there will be one. Commissioner Waters 
asks about the central bikeway that cuts through the Green. Mr. Brown explains that the interaction 
of the Green with new bikeways has been part of City Plan discussions because of pedestrian and 
bicyclists’ interaction. The location was chosen as the safest route. Ms. Brown will ask questions 
to the City Engineer that have raised and City Plan will support the Commission in what they want 
to do. Chair Learned will reach out to the stakeholders. 
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5. Minutes 
5.1 Approval of April 8, 2026 Meeting Minutes 
 
The vote will be continued to the next meeting due to lack of quorum. 
 
6. New Business 
  
Chair Learned raises the issue of the new sidewalks in Wooster Square recently completed 
between the street and ornamental fence. The northwest corner sidewalk cement buried the 
ornamental fence and it will damage the fence if not fixed. The project never came before the 
Commission. Ms. Brown suggests they go out to look. 
 
Commissioner Waters talks about a house tour the New Haven Preservation Trust is doing on June 
7th with a reception at the Lawn Club. 
 
Commissioner Jenkins moves to adjourn. 
Commissioner Waters seconds. 
Aye: 4 (All present) 
Nay: 0 
Abstentions: 0 
Motion carries at 8:29PM. 

 

Respectfully submitted by Jordan Sorensen, recorder 


