
 
 

                                

 

 

 

 

January 9, 2023 

Devin Colman 
State Architectural Historian 
Vermont Division for Historic Preservation  

Re: 284 Grove Street – DOE Addendum  

Dear Devin,  

I much appreciate Mary O’Neil’s letter with important background on the permitting history of 
developments associated with 284 Grove Street. It is only through peer review and discussion 
does the historic preservation profession advance, evolve, and improve. Moreover, Mary’s 
stewardship of - and advocacy for Burlington’s built heritage have been critically important to 
preserving Burlington’s historic neighborhoods over many years. Having reviewed $6.5B in 
federal undertakings over 15 years on behalf of the State of Vermont, I know how challenging 
the regulator job is and appreciate Mary’s dedication and tenacity over many years.   

Included in Mary’s January 9, 2023, letter regarding 284 Grove Steet are numerous comments 
related to the Determination of Eligibility (DOE) submitted by 106 Associates to the Division for 
review by the ACHP at their January 19, 2023 meeting. In the interests of providing a complete 
picture of the subject building’s eligibility for the State Register of Historic Places, I am writing 
to respond to the comments and assertions in Mary’s letter. I would ask that you submit this 
response to the Advisory Council as a matter of having the most complete record available for 
their consideration, and that it comes to you on the same day as Ms. O’Neil’s letter. The 
following text discusses what I consider to be the significant points of disagreement:  

1. Individual Eligibility vs. Contributing in a Historic District  

As you know, a preservation consultant’s task in a DOE is to evaluate a property to determine 
its eligibility for the State or National Register of Historic Places; the criteria for the State and 
National Registers are identical in Vermont. Given the setting and environs of 284 Grove Street, 
there is no possibility of a historic district, so the building must be evaluated for “individual 
eligibility” for the State Register. This distinction is very important regarding 284 Grove Street 
for two reasons. First, the building must stand on its own in conveying its historic significance, 
as opposed to being part of historic district where the collective is evaluated and the bar for 
contributing status is lower. Second, when evaluating a building for individual eligibility, the 
interior arrangement and interior historic fabric are important factors in making an eligibility 
determination.  
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Regarding the building interior, Ms. O’Neil states ”Interior alterations are not typically the 
obstruction to historic listing, as most are considered natural to accommodate continued use”. I 
would agree that ‘some alteration’ can be accommodated in determining eligibility. However, 
the house at 284 Grove Steet has been subject to several layers of remodeling and removal of 
virtually all of its historic fabric in favor of modern /synthetic materials. The fact the building 
has been completely gutted and reconstructed with modern materials is important in making a 
determination for individual eligibility according to the criteria. . 

1. Integrity of Setting 
Ms. O’Neil asserts in her letter that 284 Grove Street retains its integrity of setting. We 
completely disagree. On the several acres of open, cleared land that historically surrounded the 
house until the 1990s, is now a modern development of prefabricated homes, some as close as 
20 feet from 284 Grove. Regardless of how one might feel about the property, this is an 
unequivocally destruction of its historic setting.      
  
2.  Vinyl siding and Trim 
Ms. O’Neil states in her letter that “vinyl trim encapsulation is a reversable addition to a historic 
structure that could easily reveal new details upon removal”. In fact, professional evaluation of 
buildings for State or National Register eligibility cannot and does not rely on conjecture about 
what may or may not be hidden behind synthetic materials. Rather, the evaluation is based on 
what can be observed. This has been National Register doctrine, as affirmed by the Division 
staff for decades. Indeed, it is hard to imagine a National Register listing that states ‘there may 
or may not be some historic materials concealed behind synthetic coverings’.  

Ms. O’Neil states “Frankly, if vinyl is a limiting factor to historic listing, Burlington would lose a 
substantial number of resources” That statement may be true, but it is irrelevant, for two 
reasons. First, virtually all the listed buildings in Burlington are in historic districts where the bar 
for listing is demonstrably lower. Second, there is no suggestion in the 106 Associates report 
that the synthetic trim (regardless of what may or may not be underneath) is disqualifying. 
Rather, the fact that the entirety of the building’s trim is covered in vinyl or aluminum is part of 
the overall degradation of its historic integrity.  
 
3. Windows and Doors 
Ms. O’Neil states in her letter “Mr. Newman’s findings relative to eligibility are, in large part, 
based on replacement windows and doors”. There is nothing in 106 Associates’ report that 
supports that statement. The replacement of windows and doors are noted as one of many 
factors that when combined, degrade the property to the point where it can no longer convey 
its historic significance. Moreover, the report notes that the replacement windows are 
“inserts”, which in the range of appropriateness of replacement windows is near the bottom, 
because they are blocked in to allow the use of a cheaper, standard size window, which 
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substantially reduces the glass sight lines and degrades the historic appearance and integrity of 
the building. These windows do not meet the Secretary’s Standards and would not be 
permitted by Ms. O’Neil’s office as a replacement product in Burlington. The same is true of the 
modern fiberglass doors.  

With respect to the windows, Ms. O’Neil again references the notion that reversibility is 
somehow connected to National Register eligibility. It is not.  Reversibility of alterations – other 
than in very rare cases - is not a consideration for inclusion in the State or National Registers. 
Doing so would upend decades of precedent and fill the State and National Registers with 
conjectural structures, where one hopes that materials may one day be uncovered, or other 
changes may hopefully be made to render the building eligible. Again, preservation 
professionals are guided by the Division to base their findings on observations, not what may or 
may not happen to the building in the future.   

4. Building Entrance 
Ms. O’Neil references 106 Associates’ comments on the building entry in her letter, stating “less 
commonly the entry may be recessed in a porch”. This is true in rare cases, but Ms. O’Neil does 
not acknowledge the fact the driveway has historically been on the other side of the house 
from the side entrance she contends was the main entrance, as was an outbuilding - behind 
and to the right. Moreover, a side entrance tucked behind the corner of a sidehall plan makes 
no sense, practically, or historically. The side entrance also has none of the features that would 
have characterized a main entrance on a large, Greek-Revival-style house. What is far more 
likely – even probable - is that the main entrance to the house was located on the driveway 
side, in the large gap between the main block windows. Concluding, one could  guess that the 
main entrance to this large house was without any ornament, in this exceedingly rare side 
elevation location, but this is not supported by the evidence. 

5. Individual vs Collective Effects 
Ms. O’Neil references several of the building alterations, suggesting that other resources are 
listed with those changes. But that misses the point. A DOE does not recommend eligibility on 
ineligibility on any one item, but the totally of factors affecting the seven areas of integrity. 
These factors are details in 106 Associates evaluation, and summarized in the conclusion.    

6. Conclusion 
Is the building at 284 Grove Street old, and interesting? There is no doubt. But that is not the 
task of the preservation professional in determining eligibility for the State or National Register 
of Historic Places, and we cannot let interests or advocacy effect our recommendations. A DOE 
requires a professional, technical approach, evaluating the history and significance of the 
building and making a determination based on the seven factors of integrity. We understand 
the City and Advisory Council have their jobs to do, but consultants are bound to make 
determinations based on evidence and observations.  
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In summary, we observed the following: 

• The setting of the building has been severely altered by the surrounding development 
of modern homes. 

• The historic wing has been enclosed inside a two-story story vinyl addition. 
• The substantially out-of-scale, vinyl-clad addition degrades the visual character of the 

building from multiple, high-visibility angles on surrounding streets, obscures the 
important rear corners of the main block, and covered the brick rear gable in vinyl. 

• Windows have all been replaced with “blocked insert” modern vinyl replacements 
with significant reduction in sightlines further degrading the building’s character. 

• Doors have all been replaced with fiberglass units that do not meet the standards. 
• The side porch has been substantially altered and a new brick addition added. 
• There are substantial amounts of new brickwork indicating window and door 

changes. 
• There is no entrance on the main block on the side of the driveway and previous rear 

outbuilding. 
• The existing main block side entrance has been relocated to accommodate an altered 

interior floorplan. 
• The interior has been completely gutted and modernized. 

    

 

Sincerely,  

 

D. Scott Newman M.Sc. 
Principal, 106 Associates  

 

 


