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Minutes 

Architectural Review Board  

October 17, 2016 

Council Chambers, City Hall 

Fredericksburg, Virginia 

  

  

 

Members Present   Members Absent   Staff 

John Harris, Chair        Kate Schwartz 

Sabina Weitzman, Vice Chair       Camilla Jacobs  

Susan Pates          

Jon Van Zandt           

Jamie Scully          

Kerri S. Barile 

Kenneth McFarland     

 

 

Mr. Harris called the Architectural Review Board meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 

OPENING REMARKS 

 

Mr. Harris determined that a quorum was present and asked if public notice requirements had 

been met.  Ms. Schwartz stated that they had. 

 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 

Mr. Harris asked if there were any changes or additions to the agenda. There were no changes or 

additions. Ms. Weitzman made a motion to approve the agenda as presented. Ms. Pates 

seconded. The motion carried unanimously. 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

Mr. Harris asked if there were any changes or additions to the minutes. There were no changes or 

additions to the minutes. 

 

Mr. Van Zandt made a motion to approve the September 12, 2016 Public Hearing minutes as 

presented. Dr. Barile seconded. The motion carried unanimously. 

 

Mr. Scully made a motion to approve the September 12, 2016 Supplementary Meeting minutes 

as presented. Ms. Weitzman seconded. The motion carried unanimously. 

 

Mr. Scully made a motion to approve the September 26, 2016 Supplementary Meeting minutes 

as presented. Mr. Van Zandt seconded. The motion carried unanimously. 
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DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS 

 

Mr. Harris asked if any Board member had engaged in any ex parte communication on any item 

before the Board. Mr. Van Zandt shared that regarding COA 2016-63 – 201-203 William Street, 

he had a discussion regarding interior renovations with Dan Hebron and the front door was 

mentioned. 

 

DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 

 

Mr. Harris asked if any Board member had a conflict of interest for any item before the Board.  

No one reported a conflict of interest. 

 

CONSENT AGENDA 

 

A. COA 2016-12 – 100 Hanover Street – Tommy Mitchell requests a Certificate of 

Appropriateness to demolish the existing structure at 106-108 Hanover Street and 718 

Sophia Street contingent upon full approval of the new construction; and for the site 

planning,  scale, and massing of a new four-story mixed-use masonry building as shown on 

the drawings dated September 26, 2016. 

  

There was no public testimony. Mr. Van Zandt made motion to approve the consent agenda 

as presented. Ms. Weitzman seconded. Motion carried 6-1, with Ms. Pates opposed.  

 

PUBLIC HEARING 

 

A. Continued Cases 

 

i. COA 2016-30 – 319 Prince Edward Street – Matt Revell and Hamilton Palmer request to 

install a new roof on this single-family residence and seek approval of the site planning, scale, 

and massing of a new two-story addition to the rear of the existing structure.  

 

Hamilton Palmer, 401 Charles Street, and Matt Revell were present.  There was no public 

comment.  Dr. Barile thanked the applicant for the very sympathetic design and said she 

appreciated their efforts to maintain the historic fabric.  Dr. Barile made a motion to approve the 

application as presented. Mr. Scully seconded. The motion passed unanimously. 

 

B. New Business 

 

 i. COA 2016-45 - 909 Princess Anne Street – Fredericksburg Main Street, Inc. requests to 

install six banners and poles along the north side of Market Square Alley. 

 

Ann Glave, representing the applicant, Fredericksburg Virginia Main Street, Inc., was present.  

 

James McGhee, 600 Caroline Street, commented that he supported the project.  

 

Ms. Weitzman said she likes the visual impacts of the signs. She also commented that she had 

concerns regarding the footers. She requested that a structural engineer review the impact of the 
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footings for the proposed poles to ensure that the neighboring wall and any drainage mechanisms 

are not disturbed.  

 

Mr. Harris commented that he was in support of the project.  Mr. Scully said he supports the 

project completely, but asked how close the poles will be to the wall of 922 Caroline. Ms Glave 

said they would stand 12 inches off. The footers will not go underneath the other property. Mr. 

Scully also asked if the banners would impact the amount of signage allowed for 922 Caroline. 

Ms. Schwartz said the square footage was calculated for context, but would not impact the 

neighboring building’s permitted signage. 

 

Dr. Barile mentioned that in 1991 and 1992 the alley was the subject of an archeological 

excavation.  If the applicants do find any artifacts or archaeological evidence, they should let 

staff know.   

 

Ms. Weitzman made a motion to approve the project as submitted with a recommendation to 

explore the impact of the proposed installation on the adjacent building and drainage. Mr. Van 

Zandt seconded. The motion passed unanimously. 

 

ii. COA 2016-57 - 707 Caroline Street – Young Lim requests to install one building-mounted 

sign, one hanging sign, and a canvas awning with lettering for the Haru restaurant.  

 

The applicant, Young Lim, was present. There was no public comment.  

 

Mr. Van Zandt made a motion to approve with the condition that the signs be mounted through 

the mortar, rather than the historic brick. Mr. Scully seconded. The motion carried unanimously. 

 

iii. COA 2016-59 -  1110 Caroline Street – Kyle Traugh requests to install one hanging sign 

and one door decal for the Good Times business.  

 

The applicant’s representative was present.  There was no public comment.  

 

Mr. McFarland made a motion to approve as submitted. Ms. Weitzman seconded. Motion passed 

unanimously.  

 

iv. COA 2016-60 - 619 Caroline Street – Robert Davis requests to retain one building-mounted 

sign and one window decal for the Aspetto business.  

 

The applicant, Robert Davis, 619 Caroline Street, was present.  There was no public comment.  

 

Ms. Weitzman questioned whether there are like decals in the Historic District. Mr. Davis said 

the decal is adhered to the wall; it is applied with heat and can be peeled off.  Members of the 

Board discussed that the decal provides a painted look that is traditional for the district. Dr. 

Barile suggested that condition of the decal should be monitored.  

 

Mr. Scully made a motion to approve as submitted. Ms. Weitzman seconded. Motion passed 

unanimously.  
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v. COA 2016-58 - 1011 Charles Street – Dennis Sacrey requests to retain a plastic resin utility 

shed, seven feet wide by seven feet long by eight feet eight inches tall, located at the rear of the 

Fredericksburg Baptist Church’s Princess Anne Street parking lot.  

 

The applicant Dennis Sacrey, representing Fredericksburg Baptist Church, was present. There 

was no public comment.  

 

Mr. McFarland commented that he had questioned past applications for similar structures that 

were highly visible. He said that because this one is nearly invisible, he felt there was no 

negative impact. Dr. Barile said that in general plastic resin sheds are not appropriate, but the 

lack of visibility made this one acceptable. Mr. Scully commented that the shed is placed in the 

best possible location.   

 

Mr. Van Zandt made a motion to approve. Ms. Pates seconded. Motion passed unanimously. 

 

vi. COA 2016-62 - 720 William Street – Will Dickinson requests to install an eight foot fence 

on the side and rear property lines of this residential property.  

 

The property owner Jason Cohen, 1601 Sunken Road, was present. He commented that they 

were willing to comply with the zoning standard for the fence height. There was no public 

comment. 

 

Mr. Cohen commented that the fence line reflected in the survey encompasses the property at 

716 William Street, as well. Ms. Schwartz clarified that 716 William was not included in the 

Historic District.    

 

Mr. Van Zandt commented on the sympathetic design of the fence and thanked the applicant.  

 

Mr. Van Zandt made a motion to approve. Mr. Scully seconded. Motion passed unanimously.  

 

vii. COA 2016-65 - 2410 Caroline Street – Luke Klinefelter requests to install a three foot ten 

inch tall split rail fence around the Bridgewater Mills site in Old Mill Park.  

 

The applicant, Luke Klinefelter, was present.   

 

Emily Taggart Schricker , 801 Marye Street, representing Historic Fredericksburg Foundation 

Inc. commented that the applicant approached them early on and has worked to design a 

sensitive project.  

 

Dr. Barile referenced a previous similar application in Old Mill Park and its relevance to this 

project.  Ms. Schwartz stated that the two are not related.   

 

Mr. Harris said he fully supports the project and thanked applicant for taking it on.    

 

Mr. Scully made a motion to approve as submitted. Mr. McFarland seconded. Motion passed 

unanimously.  Dr. Barile also offered to assist the applicant with any archeological questions 

they or staff may have.  
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viii.  COA 2016-61 - 7 Lafayette Station – Debra Simpson requests to replace siding on the 

front and rear elevations and replace seven windows on this townhome.  

 

The applicant, Debra Simpson was present.  There was no public comment.  

 

Ms. Weitzman asked the applicant what was wrong with the windows and why they need 

replacement. The applicant said that some do not open, the ones in the front don’t match, and 

some don’t work.  

 

Ms. Weitzman commented on window replacements in general, especially as they relate to non-

contributing structures in the district. She said that replacing windows every 20-30 years doesn’t 

seem like what we do in the historic district.  Many wood windows have been in service 80 years 

or more and only need to be repaired. Ms. Weitzman said she has no objection to this 

application, but wants to be clear that while the manufacturer is representing a lifetime limited 

warranty, it’s unlikely that the windows will last for anyone’s lifetime. She also recommended 

considering an alternate siding material for the course closest to the ground due to moisture 

issues with fiber cement siding.  

 

Mr. Scully made a motion to approve as presented. Mr. Van Zandt seconded. Motion passed 

unanimously. Mr. McFarland thanked Ms. Weitzman for her comments. 

 

ix. COA 2016-63 - 201-203 William Street – Dan Hebron requests approval for exterior 

alterations to this commercial building including replacement of the corner entry door and 

installation of new gutters and downspouts.  

 

The applicant, Dan Hebron, was present. There was no public comment.  

 

Dr. Barile commented that she previously voted against this door replacement, referencing the 

metal door as a character-defining feature.  Ms. Weitzman commented that she too voted against 

replacement of the door, but supports the redesign. She said the building has transformed so 

much that it benefits from some unification.   

 

Ms. Weitzman made a motion to approve as submitted. Mr. Scully seconded. Motion carried 6-1 

with Dr. Barile opposed.  

 

x. COA 2016-64 - 1516 Caroline Street – Jason Gallant requests to replace the existing 

concrete front porch steps with new masonry steps and install a new metal fence gate at the side 

of this single-family residence.  

 

The applicant, Jason Gallant, 7377 Marmion Lane, was present.  Mr. Gallant said that the 

property owner, Susan Ishii, prefers the all brick steps without the wing walls.  He said he 

doesn’t think he can take out the concrete steps without moving or picking the wing walls, and 

he doesn’t think he can put them back in place afterward.  

 

Hamilton Palmer, 1500 Caroline Street, commented that he has looked at the steps and the wing 

walls as well as similar houses on Caroline Street. He said all three sister houses have been 

compromised over the years and they likely had wooden stairs originally. As a neighbor who 
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goes by every day, he doesn’t have a problem with removal of the wing walls or concrete steps. 

He suggested examining how the walls were constructed when they are removed.  

 

Mr. McFarland said he can’t support the demolition of the steps, and believes they are a 

contributing feature. He suggested restoring them versus taking them out.  

 

Mr. Scully said he doesn’t view the steps and wing walls as a significant feature of the house and 

said he would support the applicant’s request. Mr. Van Zandt said he also did not consider the 

steps a character-defining feature.  

 

Ms. Weitzman commented that concrete can be very difficult to repair and agrees that the 

applicant likely can’t repair the steps and walls as they are. She said she would have liked to see 

a proposal for recreating the walls or replacing them with a similar form.  

 

Mr. McFarland said that he would support this type of in-kind replacement. Dr. Barile agreed 

that she would like to see a replacement with in-kind materials. She said that brick would not 

have been used historically for these steps.   

 

Mr. Van Zandt made a motion to approve the all brick steps without wing walls or stone caps as 

presented. The motion carried 4-3 with Weitzman, Barile, and McFarland opposed. 

 

Mr. Van Zandt made a motion to approve replacement of the fence gate as submitted. Motion 

carried 7- 0. 

 

xi. COA 2016-67 - 1207 Charles Street – Elaine and Emory Farmer request to replace all the 

windows in this commercial building.  

 

The applicant was represented by Hamilton Smith of Fairfax, Virginia. The property owner, 

Emory Farmer, was also present. There was no public comment.  

 

Dr. Barile stated she cannot support replacing the wood windows. Though the building is 

considered non-contributing, she believes it could be re-evaluated as contributing to the district.  

 

Ms. Weitzman said that although the guidelines are not clear on standards for non-contributing 

structures, there is still a need to prove that the windows need to be replaced and are not 

repairable.  

 

Mr. Scully inquired as to reason they want to replace the windows. Mr. Farmer said that the 

windows leak air in the winter and he wants to make the employees more comfortable.   

 

Mr. Van Zandt, Ms. Weitzman, and Mr. Farmer commented on various types of windows, storm 

window options, and discussed the functionality of windows. Mr, Farmer said he was willing to 

duplicate the look of the existing windows on the front of the building.  

  

Ms Weitzman asked whether it was appropriate to treat the side and rear elevations differently 

from the front. The Board agreed that replacement of the side and rear windows would have less 

impact than those on the front.  
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Ms. Weitzman made a motion to approve replacement of the side and rear windows with 

fiberglass units as presented and table consideration of the front windows until the November 

meeting. Ms. Pates seconded. The motion carried 6-1, with Dr. Barile opposed.  

 

GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 

There was no public comment. 

 

ADJOURN 

Mr. Van Zandt made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Scully seconded. The motion carried 

unanimously.   

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:34 p.m. 

 

 

      _______________________________________ 

      John Harris, ARB Chair  
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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:          ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

FROM:      Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner 

DATE:      November 14, 2016 

SUBJECT: Certificate of Appropriateness for exterior alteration at 1207 Charles Street 
 

ISSUE 

Elaine and Emory Farmer request to replace all the windows in this commercial building. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness for replacement of the windows on the front elevation on 

condition that no alteration of the window openings is required and the new windows duplicate the 

muntin profile and visual characteristics of the existing windows.  

 

APPLICABLE HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES 

Windows (Historic District Handbook, pg. 82) 

 Maintenance and Repair 

1. Retain original windows. 

5. Repair original windows by patching, slicing, consolidating, or reinforcing. Wood may appear to 

be rotten because of peeling paint or separation of joints, yet still be sound and able to be 

repaired. Rotted parts can be replaced, as necessary, without replacing the entire window.  

6. Windows should only be replaced when they are missing or beyond repair. Replacement should 

be based on physical evidence and photo documentation rather than the availability of stock 

windows or windows from other buildings. Avoid changing the physical and visual 

characteristics of windows by using inappropriate materials or finishes that alter the sash, depth 

of reveal, muntin configuration, glazing, or appearance of the frame.  

7. Avoid changing the number, location, size, or glazing pattern of a building’s windows by cutting 

new openings, enlarging existing openings, blocking in windows, or installing replacement sash 

that does not fit the window opening.  

10. Avoid trying to make a building look older than it is by installing windows that are from an 

earlier period of construction. 

 

BACKGROUND 

At the October 17, 2016 hearing of the ARB, the Board approved replacement of the windows on the side 

and rear elevations with new fiberglass windows in the same style and size as those being removed. The 

Board continued their consideration of replacement of the windows on the front elevation. The applicant 

was asked to consider alternatives to removal, including repair, the use of interior or exterior storm 

windows, and replacement with clad wood windows.  
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The applicant has submitted updated information regarding the condition of the four wood windows at the 

front elevation. Images show that the spring mechanism to operate the existing double-hung windows is 

missing from three of four windows, and the sashes and frames have warped over time. Wood windows 

from this period are typically poorer in quality than older wood windows due to the wood species used, 

operating mechanisms, and changes in production post World War II. Due to the poor quality of the 

existing material, it is appropriate to consider the use of substitute materials in this case. The proposed 

replacement window will provide a substantially similar visual appearance to the existing windows and 

approval is recommended.  

Findings from the October 17, 2016 ARB Hearing: 

This structure is one-story, five-bay commercial building constructed c.1964 and designed with elements 

of the Colonial Revival style. Constructed of brick laid in common bond, the building features a 

decorative corbelled course near the top of the wall, splayed brick lintels above the windows, and a 

central paneled door with rectangular sidelights and transom. Eight-over-twelve wood double-hung sash 

windows are framed by louvered shutters on the front elevation. The side elevations include simple eight-

over-eight double-hung sash. This is a non-contributing structure in the district.  

The applicants propose to remove and replace all the windows in this commercial structure. The proposed 

replacements are Marvin Infinity fiberglass windows in the color “Sierra,” with simulated divided lights 

and interior spacer bars. The new windows will match the light pattern of those being removed and will 

include 7/8” muntins. No alterations to the openings will be required. Windows of this type have typically 

been approved for non-contributing structures and new construction in the district and provide a visual 

appearance that is consistent with the guidelines. Approval of the request as submitted is recommended.       

APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Criteria for evaluating proposed changes are found in City Code § 72-23.1(D)2 and are based on the 

United States Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 

 

S D NA S – satisfies     D – does not satisfy      NA – not applicable 

X   

(1) Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a 

property by requiring minimal alteration of the building, structure, or site 

and its environment, or by using a property for its originally intended 

purposes. 

X   

(2) The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, 

or site and its environment shall not be destroyed. The removal or 

alteration of any historical material or distinctive architectural features 

should be avoided when possible.  

X   

(3) All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their 

own time. Alterations that have no basis and which seek to create an 

earlier appearance shall be discouraged. 

 

X   

(4) Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence 

of the history and development of a building, structure, or site and its 

environment. These changes may have acquired significance in their own 

right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected. 
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X   
(5) Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which 

characterize a building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity. 

 

X   

(6) Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, 

wherever possible. If replacement is necessary, the new material should 

match the material being replaced in composition, design, color, texture, 

and other visual qualities. Replacement of missing architectural features 

should be based on historic, physical, or pictorial evidence rather than on 

conjectural designs or the availability of different architectural elements 

from other buildings or structures.  

  X 

(7) The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest 

means possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will 

damage the historic building materials shall not be undertaken.  

  X 
(8) Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve 

archaeological resources affected by or adjacent to any project. 

 

  X 

(9) Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties 

shall not be discouraged when such alterations and additions do not 

destroy significant historical, architectural, or cultural material, and such 

design is compatible with the size, scale, color, material, and character of 

the property, neighborhood, or environment.  

  X 

(10) Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be 

done in such a manner that, if such additions or alterations were to be 

removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the structure 

would be unimpaired.  

 

Attachments: 

1. Aerial photograph and front elevation view 

2. Replacement window specifications 

3. Letter from applicant 

4. Photographs showing existing conditions 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:          ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

FROM:      Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner 

DATE:      November 14, 2016 

SUBJECT: Certificate of Appropriateness for sign installation at 726 Caroline Street 

 

ISSUE 

Crystal Wellman requests to retain three window decals and one hanging sign for the Ladyburg Bath and 

Body Apothecary business. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness for the request as submitted.   

 

APPLICABLE HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES 

City Code § 72-23.1(D)4  Signs 

The ARB shall consider the following in determining the appropriateness of any application for a sign 

proposed within the HFD: 

(a) Placement. 

[1] The sign shall be integrated architecturally with the building. 

[2] Placement should not obscure significant architectural features or details of the building. 

[3] A sign should be placed only at a location within the HFD at which the announced business or 

activity takes place. 

(b)  Lettering. 

[1] The sign should be legible. 

[2] The style and lettering of the sign should be appropriate to the structure, the business and the 

streetscape. 

[3] The lettering size should be in proportion both to the sign and the building. 

(c)  Color. 

[1] The colors of the sign should relate to those of the building. 

[2] The sign should not have so many colors that they detract from the strength of the visual 

image. 

(d)  General standards. 

[1] Signs attached to windows announcing sales, etc., are discouraged as incompatible with the 

character of the HFD. 

[2] All signs shall meet the requirements of § 72-59, Signage. 
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Signs (Historic District Handbook, pg.117-118) 

1. A sign should fit the architecture of its building and not obstruct defining elements. 

2. The number of signs should be compatible with the building and should not cause visual clutter. 

3. The size of each sign and the total area of signs should match the character of the building and of 

the Historic District. Exact sign allowance should be verified with the Planning Office. 

4. Sign design and graphics should be coordinated with the character of the building and the nature 

of the business. 

5. Materials should relate to the building. Traditional sign materials include wood, glass, raised 

individual letters, and painted letters on wood or glass. 

 

BACKGROUND 

The prominent Italianate-styled building at the southwest corner of Hanover and Caroline Streets was 

constructed c.1866 as the Exchange Hotel. Three stories in height with a shallow-pitched hipped roof, this 

commercial building features wide overhanging eaves, scrolled eave brackets, and ornate window hoods. 

A full-width balcony runs across the front elevation at the second story. The elaborate ground-floor 

storefront framed by wood pilasters and banks of multi-light transom windows was added c.1921 during 

conversion to the Maury Hotel. This building is a contributing structure in the district.   

 

The Ladyburg business occupies the ground-floor storefront facing Caroline Street. Two window decals 

measuring 32 inches in diameter have been installed in the center of the plate glass display windows. 

Another decal, measuring approximately 32 inches tall by 18 inches wide, is located on the central entry 

door. A 36-inch diameter high-density urethane sign hangs from the existing bracket between the center 

and right-hand storefront bays. The sign allowance for this property is based on 48.6 linear feet of 

building frontage. The sign allowance is calculated as follows: 

48.6 linear feet x 1.5 = 72.9 square feet 

 

Sign Type Dimensions Area (square feet) 

Window Decals (2) 32 inches x 32 inches 14.2 

Door Decal 17.7 inches x 31.7 inches 3.9 

Projecting Sign 36 inches x 36 inches 9 

  Total = 27.1 

 

The total area of the signs installed is 27.1 square feet which is under the allowance for this site of 72.9 

square feet. The sign materials and styles are compatible with the historic character of the District, are 

minimally invasive, and will not have an adverse impact on the historic significance of the structure. 

Approval of the request as submitted is recommended.   

 

 

APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Criteria for evaluating proposed changes are found in City Code § 72-23.1(D)2 and are based on the 

United States Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 
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S D NA S – satisfies     D – does not satisfy      NA – not applicable 

X   

(1) Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a 

property by requiring minimal alteration of the building, structure, or site 

and its environment, or by using a property for its originally intended 

purposes. 

X   

(2) The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, 

or site and its environment shall not be destroyed. The removal or 

alteration of any historical material or distinctive architectural features 

should be avoided when possible.  

X   

(3) All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their 

own time. Alterations that have no basis and which seek to create an 

earlier appearance shall be discouraged. 

 

X   

(4) Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence 

of the history and development of a building, structure, or site and its 

environment. These changes may have acquired significance in their own 

right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected. 

X   
(5) Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which 

characterize a building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity. 

 

  X 

(6) Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, 

wherever possible. If replacement is necessary, the new material should 

match the material being replaced in composition, design, color, texture, 

and other visual qualities. Replacement of missing architectural features 

should be based on historic, physical, or pictorial evidence rather than on 

conjectural designs or the availability of different architectural elements 

from other buildings or structures.  

  X 

(7) The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest 

means possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will 

damage the historic building materials shall not be undertaken.  

 

  X 
(8) Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve 

archaeological resources affected by or adjacent to any project. 

 

  X 

(9) Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties 

shall not be discouraged when such alterations and additions do not 

destroy significant historical, architectural, or cultural material, and such 

design is compatible with the size, scale, color, material, and character of 

the property, neighborhood, or environment.  

X   

(10) Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be 

done in such a manner that, if such additions or alterations were to be 

removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the structure 

would be unimpaired.  
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Attachments: 

1. Aerial photograph and front elevation view 

2. Historic Photographs 

3. Sign Specifications 
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Hotel Frederick, c.1915 

 

 
Hotel Maury, c.1920s 





COA 2016-69 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:          ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

FROM:      Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner 

DATE:      November 14, 2016 

SUBJECT: Certificate of Appropriateness for sign installation at 1011 Caroline Street 

 

ISSUE 

Victoria Kelly requests to install one hanging sign for the Southern Accents Trading Company business. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness for the request as submitted.   

 

APPLICABLE HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES 

City Code § 72-23.1(D)4  Signs 

The ARB shall consider the following in determining the appropriateness of any application for a sign 

proposed within the HFD: 

(a) Placement. 

[1] The sign shall be integrated architecturally with the building. 

[2] Placement should not obscure significant architectural features or details of the building. 

[3] A sign should be placed only at a location within the HFD at which the announced business or 

activity takes place. 

(b)  Lettering. 

[1] The sign should be legible. 

[2] The style and lettering of the sign should be appropriate to the structure, the business and the 

streetscape. 

[3] The lettering size should be in proportion both to the sign and the building. 

(c)  Color. 

[1] The colors of the sign should relate to those of the building. 

[2] The sign should not have so many colors that they detract from the strength of the visual 

image. 

(d)  General standards. 

[1] Signs attached to windows announcing sales, etc., are discouraged as incompatible with the 

character of the HFD. 

[2] All signs shall meet the requirements of § 72-59, Signage. 

 

Signs (Historic District Handbook, pg.117-118) 

1. A sign should fit the architecture of its building and not obstruct defining elements. 

2. The number of signs should be compatible with the building and should not cause visual clutter. 
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3. The size of each sign and the total area of signs should match the character of the building and of 

the Historic District. Exact sign allowance should be verified with the Planning Office. 

4. Sign design and graphics should be coordinated with the character of the building and the nature 

of the business. 

5. Materials should relate to the building. Traditional sign materials include wood, glass, raised 

individual letters, and painted letters on wood or glass. 

 

BACKGROUND 

Originally constructed as a dwelling c.1866, this Second Empire-style building was converted to 

commercial use on the ground floor c.1902. Constructed of brick laid in stretcher bond, the building 

features six-over-six double-hung wood sash windows on the second floor with wood lintels, and a wood 

cornice with scrolled brackets. The mansard roof, added in the 1890s, is clad with fish-scale-style shingles 

and features two dormers. The ground floor storefront with recessed entry and large display windows 

appears to be a mid-20
th
-century alteration. This building is a contributing structure in the district.   

 

The Southern Accents Trading Company business will occupy the ground-floor storefront of this 

property. The applicant proposes to install one projecting sign using an existing bracket mounted above 

the entry door. The sign, measuring 30 inches wide by 24 inches tall, will be constructed of MDO with 

applied vinyl graphics. The sign allowance for this property is based on 17 linear feet of building 

frontage. The sign allowance is calculated as follows: 

 

17 linear feet x 1.5 = 25.5 square feet 

 

Sign Type Dimensions Area (square feet) 

Projecting Sign 30 inches x 24 inches 5 

  Total = 5 

 

The total area of the signs proposed is 5 square feet which is under the allowance for this site of 25.5 

square feet. The sign materials and styles are compatible with the historic character of the District, are 

minimally invasive, and will not have an adverse impact on the historic significance of the structure. 

Approval of the request as submitted is recommended.   

 

APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Criteria for evaluating proposed changes are found in City Code § 72-23.1(D)2 and are based on the 

United States Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 

 

S D NA S – satisfies     D – does not satisfy      NA – not applicable 

X   

(1) Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a 

property by requiring minimal alteration of the building, structure, or site 

and its environment, or by using a property for its originally intended 

purposes. 

X   
(2) The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, 

or site and its environment shall not be destroyed. The removal or 
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alteration of any historical material or distinctive architectural features 

should be avoided when possible.  

X   

(3) All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their 

own time. Alterations that have no basis and which seek to create an 

earlier appearance shall be discouraged. 

 

X   

(4) Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence 

of the history and development of a building, structure, or site and its 

environment. These changes may have acquired significance in their own 

right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected. 

X   
(5) Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which 

characterize a building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity. 

 

  X 

(6) Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, 

wherever possible. If replacement is necessary, the new material should 

match the material being replaced in composition, design, color, texture, 

and other visual qualities. Replacement of missing architectural features 

should be based on historic, physical, or pictorial evidence rather than on 

conjectural designs or the availability of different architectural elements 

from other buildings or structures.  

  X 

(7) The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest 

means possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will 

damage the historic building materials shall not be undertaken.  

 

  X 
(8) Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve 

archaeological resources affected by or adjacent to any project. 

 

  X 

(9) Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties 

shall not be discouraged when such alterations and additions do not 

destroy significant historical, architectural, or cultural material, and such 

design is compatible with the size, scale, color, material, and character of 

the property, neighborhood, or environment.  

X   

(10) Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be 

done in such a manner that, if such additions or alterations were to be 

removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the structure 

would be unimpaired.  

 

 

Attachments: 

1. Aerial photograph and front elevation view 

2. Sign Design 

3. Sign Location Details 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:          ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

FROM:      Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner 

DATE:      November 14, 2016 

SUBJECT: Certificate of Appropriateness for sign installation at 807 Caroline Street 

 

ISSUE 

Helen Wyckoff requests to install signs and window decals for the Bolts and Bows business. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness for the request as submitted.   

 

APPLICABLE HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES 

City Code § 72-23.1(D)4  Signs 

The ARB shall consider the following in determining the appropriateness of any application for a sign 

proposed within the HFD: 

(a) Placement. 

[1] The sign shall be integrated architecturally with the building. 

[2] Placement should not obscure significant architectural features or details of the building. 

[3] A sign should be placed only at a location within the HFD at which the announced business or 

activity takes place. 

(b)  Lettering. 

[1] The sign should be legible. 

[2] The style and lettering of the sign should be appropriate to the structure, the business and the 

streetscape. 

[3] The lettering size should be in proportion both to the sign and the building. 

(c)  Color. 

[1] The colors of the sign should relate to those of the building. 

[2] The sign should not have so many colors that they detract from the strength of the visual 

image. 

(d)  General standards. 

[1] Signs attached to windows announcing sales, etc., are discouraged as incompatible with the 

character of the HFD. 

[2] All signs shall meet the requirements of § 72-59, Signage. 

 

Signs (Historic District Handbook, pg.117-118) 

1. A sign should fit the architecture of its building and not obstruct defining elements. 

2. The number of signs should be compatible with the building and should not cause visual clutter. 
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3. The size of each sign and the total area of signs should match the character of the building and of 

the Historic District. Exact sign allowance should be verified with the Planning Office. 

4. Sign design and graphics should be coordinated with the character of the building and the nature 

of the business. 

5. Materials should relate to the building. Traditional sign materials include wood, glass, raised 

individual letters, and painted letters on wood or glass. 

 

BACKGROUND 

This three-story structure appears to have been constructed as a store and dwelling prior to 1843, though a 

number of alterations are visible. Constructed of brick laid in Flemish bond, four double-hung sash 

windows with splayed brick lintels span the second story. The mansard roof, likely added between 1896 

and 1902 according to Sanborn maps, is clad in fish-scale shingles and features three gabled dormers. An 

elaborate cornice with scrolled brackets and elaborately detailed frieze tops the second story. Building 

permit records indicate that the ground-floor storefront was altered c.1945. This building is a contributing 

structure in the district.   

 

The Bolts and Bows business will occupy the ground-floor storefront of this property. The applicant 

proposes to install vinyl window decals on the glass entry door and display windows. A 26-inch by 29-

inch decal will be attached to the central entry door. Additionally, vinyl decals with 3-inch tall lettering 

will line the bottoms of the storefront windows. A projecting sign will hang from the existing bracket 

centered above the storefront. The sign, measuring 30 inches by 15 inches, will be constructed of MDO 

board with applied vinyl graphics. The sign allowance for this property is based on 20 linear feet of 

building frontage. The sign allowance is calculated as follows: 

 

20 linear feet x 1.5 = 30 square feet 

 

Sign Type Dimensions Area (square feet) 

Door Decal 26 inches x 29 inches 5.2 

Window Decals 30 inches x 37 inches 7.7 

Projecting Sign 30 inches x 15 inches 3.125 

  Total = 16.025 

 

The total area of the signs proposed is 16.025 square feet which is under the allowance for this site of 30 

square feet. The sign materials and styles are compatible with the historic character of the District, are 

minimally invasive, and will not have an adverse impact on the historic significance of the structure. 

Approval of the request as submitted is recommended.   

 

 

APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Criteria for evaluating proposed changes are found in City Code § 72-23.1(D)2 and are based on the 

United States Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 
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S D NA S – satisfies     D – does not satisfy      NA – not applicable 

X   

(1) Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a 

property by requiring minimal alteration of the building, structure, or site 

and its environment, or by using a property for its originally intended 

purposes. 

X   

(2) The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, 

or site and its environment shall not be destroyed. The removal or 

alteration of any historical material or distinctive architectural features 

should be avoided when possible.  

X   

(3) All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their 

own time. Alterations that have no basis and which seek to create an 

earlier appearance shall be discouraged. 

 

X   

(4) Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence 

of the history and development of a building, structure, or site and its 

environment. These changes may have acquired significance in their own 

right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected. 

X   
(5) Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which 

characterize a building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity. 

 

  X 

(6) Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, 

wherever possible. If replacement is necessary, the new material should 

match the material being replaced in composition, design, color, texture, 

and other visual qualities. Replacement of missing architectural features 

should be based on historic, physical, or pictorial evidence rather than on 

conjectural designs or the availability of different architectural elements 

from other buildings or structures.  

  X 

(7) The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest 

means possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will 

damage the historic building materials shall not be undertaken.  

 

  X 
(8) Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve 

archaeological resources affected by or adjacent to any project. 

 

  X 

(9) Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties 

shall not be discouraged when such alterations and additions do not 

destroy significant historical, architectural, or cultural material, and such 

design is compatible with the size, scale, color, material, and character of 

the property, neighborhood, or environment.  

X   

(10) Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be 

done in such a manner that, if such additions or alterations were to be 

removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the structure 

would be unimpaired.  
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Attachments: 

1. Aerial photograph and front elevation view 

2. Historic photograph 

3. Projecting sign specifications 

4. Window/door decal diagram 
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807 Caroline Street, The Athens Café, c.1912 

 

 
Detail of original roof from c.1888 panorama 
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Hanging Sign, 30 inches by 15 inches 

 

 
 

Sign will 

hang from 

existing 

bracket 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:          ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

FROM:      Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner 

DATE:      November 14, 2016 

SUBJECT: Certificate of Appropriateness for sign installation at 817 Caroline Street 

 

ISSUE 

Tamara Villegas requests to install one hanging sign for The Frenchman’s Corner business. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness for the request as submitted.   

 

APPLICABLE HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES 

City Code § 72-23.1(D)4  Signs 

The ARB shall consider the following in determining the appropriateness of any application for a sign 

proposed within the HFD: 

(a) Placement. 

[1] The sign shall be integrated architecturally with the building. 

[2] Placement should not obscure significant architectural features or details of the building. 

[3] A sign should be placed only at a location within the HFD at which the announced business or 

activity takes place. 

(b)  Lettering. 

[1] The sign should be legible. 

[2] The style and lettering of the sign should be appropriate to the structure, the business and the 

streetscape. 

[3] The lettering size should be in proportion both to the sign and the building. 

(c)  Color. 

[1] The colors of the sign should relate to those of the building. 

[2] The sign should not have so many colors that they detract from the strength of the visual 

image. 

(d)  General standards. 

[1] Signs attached to windows announcing sales, etc., are discouraged as incompatible with the 

character of the HFD. 

[2] All signs shall meet the requirements of § 72-59, Signage. 

 

Signs (Historic District Handbook, pg.117-118) 

1. A sign should fit the architecture of its building and not obstruct defining elements. 
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2. The number of signs should be compatible with the building and should not cause visual clutter. 

3. The size of each sign and the total area of signs should match the character of the building and of 

the Historic District. Exact sign allowance should be verified with the Planning Office. 

4. Sign design and graphics should be coordinated with the character of the building and the nature 

of the business. 

5. Materials should relate to the building. Traditional sign materials include wood, glass, raised 

individual letters, and painted letters on wood or glass. 

 

BACKGROUND 

The structure at 815-817 Caroline Street is a c.1896 vernacular commercial building of brick construction, 

laid in American bond. The simple flat-roofed building features a corbelled brick cornice and is divided 

into two narrow storefronts. The building has been divided into two businesses throughout its history, and 

is shown as occupied by a photography studio and a harness shop on the c.1896 Sanborn Fire Insurance 

Map. While the upper portion of the façade appears unaltered, the two storefronts have been changed in 

differing ways. The northern half at 817 features vertical board siding below a simple intermediate 

cornice, a large display window, and a single-lite entry door at the right side of the elevation. The 

building is a contributing structure in the Historic District.   

 

The applicant proposes to install a second sign for the Frenchman’s Corner business. The existing 

building-mounted sign is 12 square feet in size and will remain in place. A new oval projecting sign, 28 

inches wide by 14 inches tall, will hang from a scrolled iron bracket. The sign will be constructed of a 

PVC core with aluminum face and the bracket will project 36 inches out from the wall. The applicant 

proposes to remove the curved awning above the entry door and install the bracket and sign centered 

above the door. The sign allowance for this property is based on 10 linear feet of building frontage. The 

sign allowance is calculated as follows: 

10 linear feet x 1.5 = 15 square feet 

 

Sign Type Dimensions Area (square feet) 

Projecting Sign 14 inches x 28 inches 2.7 

Building-Mounted Sign (Existing) 25 inches by 70 inches 12 

  Total = 14.7 

 

The total area of the signs proposed is 14.7 square feet which is under the allowance for this site of 15 

square feet. The sign materials and styles are compatible with the historic character of the District, are 

minimally invasive, and will not have an adverse impact on the historic significance of the structure. 

Approval of the request as submitted is recommended.   

 

 

APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Criteria for evaluating proposed changes are found in City Code § 72-23.1(D)2 and are based on the 

United States Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 
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S D NA S – satisfies     D – does not satisfy      NA – not applicable 

X   

(1) Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a 

property by requiring minimal alteration of the building, structure, or site 

and its environment, or by using a property for its originally intended 

purposes. 

X   

(2) The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, 

or site and its environment shall not be destroyed. The removal or 

alteration of any historical material or distinctive architectural features 

should be avoided when possible.  

X   

(3) All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their 

own time. Alterations that have no basis and which seek to create an 

earlier appearance shall be discouraged. 

 

X   

(4) Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence 

of the history and development of a building, structure, or site and its 

environment. These changes may have acquired significance in their own 

right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected. 

X   
(5) Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which 

characterize a building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity. 

 

  X 

(6) Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, 

wherever possible. If replacement is necessary, the new material should 

match the material being replaced in composition, design, color, texture, 

and other visual qualities. Replacement of missing architectural features 

should be based on historic, physical, or pictorial evidence rather than on 

conjectural designs or the availability of different architectural elements 

from other buildings or structures.  

  X 

(7) The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest 

means possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will 

damage the historic building materials shall not be undertaken.  

 

  X 
(8) Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve 

archaeological resources affected by or adjacent to any project. 

 

  X 

(9) Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties 

shall not be discouraged when such alterations and additions do not 

destroy significant historical, architectural, or cultural material, and such 

design is compatible with the size, scale, color, material, and character of 

the property, neighborhood, or environment.  

X   

(10) Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be 

done in such a manner that, if such additions or alterations were to be 

removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the structure 

would be unimpaired.  
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Attachments: 

1. Aerial photograph and front elevation view 

2. Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, c.1896 

3. Projecting sign design 
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Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, c.1896 

Note the division of the structure at 815-817 Caroline Street  

into two narrow businesses. 

 

 
Bracket location 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:          ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

FROM:      Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner 

DATE:      November 14, 2016 

SUBJECT: Certificate of Appropriateness for exterior alteration at 1000 Charles Street 

 

ISSUE 

David King requests to replace the existing glazed aluminum door and frame with a multi-lite wood door 

and frame for this commercial property. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness for the request as submitted.   

 

APPLICABLE HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES 

Doorways (Historic District Handbook, pg.89-90) 

1. Retain original doors. 

3. Doors should only be replaced when they are missing or beyond repair. Replacement should be 

based on physical evidence and photo documentation rather than the availability of stock doors or 

doors from other buildings. Avoid changing the physical or visual character of doors by using 

inappropriate materials, finishes, or details. 

4. Avoid changing the number, location, or size of doors by cutting new openings, enlarging 

existing openings, blocking in door openings, or installing replacement doors that do not fit the 

original openings.  

 

BACKGROUND 

This property, addressed as 1000 Charles Street, is located in the basement of the former Planter’s Hotel 

at the northwest corner of William and Charles Streets. The three-and-one-half story masonry building 

was originally constructed c.1840 and exhibits the influence of several architectural styles. Early photos 

show a more Federal character, with brick walls, prominent brick chimneys, and rows of multi-lite 

double-hung sash windows. Later alterations introduced the Colonial Revival storefronts, as well as the 

Craftsman style in the wide overhanging eaves, exposed curved rafter tails, and projecting bay. The 

basement entrance on the east side elevation is sheltered by a wood-shingled shed roof on wood posts, 

with the concrete stairway surrounded by a metal railing. The building is a contributing structure in the 

Historic District.   

 

This basement area appears to have been in use throughout the history of the building, occupied by a 

freedman barber during the Civil War and a number of tenants through the 20
th
 century. However, the 

current configuration of the entrance is a more recent alteration. A c.1978 photograph shows that the 
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entrance was fully enclosed at that time. The existing aluminum and glass entry door is not historically 

significant and does not relate to the materials and styles of other entry doors found on this building. The 

proposed replacement door is a solid wood 15-lite door with a wood frame. The size of the opening will 

not be altered; however, the door and frame will be replaced. The proposed wood door is in keeping with 

the visual and historic character of the building and the district, and will not have an adverse impact on 

the historic significance of the structure. Approval of the request is recommended on condition that the 

replacement door includes either true divided lites or, at a minimum, simulated divided lites with 

dimensional muntins and interior spacer bars.  

 

APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Criteria for evaluating proposed changes are found in City Code § 72-23.1(D)2 and are based on the 

United States Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 

 

S D NA S – satisfies     D – does not satisfy      NA – not applicable 

X   

(1) Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a 

property by requiring minimal alteration of the building, structure, or site 

and its environment, or by using a property for its originally intended 

purposes. 

X   

(2) The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, 

or site and its environment shall not be destroyed. The removal or 

alteration of any historical material or distinctive architectural features 

should be avoided when possible.  

X   

(3) All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their 

own time. Alterations that have no basis and which seek to create an 

earlier appearance shall be discouraged. 

 

X   

(4) Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence 

of the history and development of a building, structure, or site and its 

environment. These changes may have acquired significance in their own 

right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected. 

X   
(5) Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which 

characterize a building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity. 

 

X   

(6) Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, 

wherever possible. If replacement is necessary, the new material should 

match the material being replaced in composition, design, color, texture, 

and other visual qualities. Replacement of missing architectural features 

should be based on historic, physical, or pictorial evidence rather than on 

conjectural designs or the availability of different architectural elements 

from other buildings or structures.  

  X 

(7) The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest 

means possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will 

damage the historic building materials shall not be undertaken.  
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  X 
(8) Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve 

archaeological resources affected by or adjacent to any project. 

 

  X 

(9) Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties 

shall not be discouraged when such alterations and additions do not 

destroy significant historical, architectural, or cultural material, and such 

design is compatible with the size, scale, color, material, and character of 

the property, neighborhood, or environment.  

X   

(10) Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be 

done in such a manner that, if such additions or alterations were to be 

removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the structure 

would be unimpaired.  

 

 

Attachments: 

1. Aerial photograph and front elevation view 

2. Historic photographs 

3. Existing door image 

4. Proposed replacement door 
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AERIAL 

 

 
SIDE (EAST) ELEVATION 

Showing 1000 Charles Street Entrance 
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The Planter’s Hotel was purchased by Robert Knox in 1869. Photo date unknown. 

 
Photograph, c.1978; note the enclosed side entrance 
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Existing aluminum door and frame 
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Proposed replacement door 

36-inch, 15-lite wood door and frame 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:          ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

FROM:      Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner 

DATE:      November 14, 2016 

SUBJECT: Certificate of Appropriateness for exterior alterations at 907 Princess Anne Street 

 

ISSUE 

The Fredericksburg Area Museum & Cultural Center requests to add lighting, flags, and signage to the 

Princess Anne Street façade of the building, and lighting on the exterior of the building facing historic 

Market Square. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness for the request as submitted on condition that the intensity 

of the exterior lighting meets the standards in City Code §72-58. 

 

APPLICABLE HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES 

City Code § 72-23.1(D)4  Signs 

The ARB shall consider the following in determining the appropriateness of any application for a sign 

proposed within the HFD: 

(a) Placement. 

[1] The sign shall be integrated architecturally with the building. 

[2] Placement should not obscure significant architectural features or details of the building. 

[3] A sign should be placed only at a location within the HFD at which the announced business or 

activity takes place. 

(b)  Lettering. 

[1] The sign should be legible. 

[2] The style and lettering of the sign should be appropriate to the structure, the business and the 

streetscape. 

[3] The lettering size should be in proportion both to the sign and the building. 

(c)  Color. 

[1] The colors of the sign should relate to those of the building. 

[2] The sign should not have so many colors that they detract from the strength of the visual 

image. 

(d)  General standards. 

[1] Signs attached to windows announcing sales, etc., are discouraged as incompatible with the 

character of the HFD. 

[2] All signs shall meet the requirements of § 72-59, Signage. 
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Signs (Historic District Handbook, pg.117-118) 

1. A sign should fit the architecture of its building and not obstruct defining elements. 

2. The number of signs should be compatible with the building and should not cause visual clutter. 

3. The size of each sign and the total area of signs should match the character of the building and of 

the Historic District. Exact sign allowance should be verified with the Planning Office. 

4. Sign design and graphics should be coordinated with the character of the building and the nature 

of the business. 

5. Materials should relate to the building. Traditional sign materials include wood, glass, raised 

individual letters, and painted letters on wood or glass. 

6. If signs are to be illuminated, the lighting should be understated and in keeping with the character 

of the building and the Historic District.  

 

BACKGROUND 

Fredericksburg’s former Town Hall and Market House at 907 Princess Anne Street was constructed 

between 1814 and 1816. The upper two stories of the Federal-style structure housed many of the City’s 

governmental and social functions, while the arcaded lower story opened onto Market Square and was 

used by a variety of vendors and farmers to sell their wares. Constructed of brick laid in Flemish bond and 

resting on a sandstone foundation, the building features a side-gabled slate clad roof, end brick chimneys 

with corbelled caps, double-hung sash windows with splayed brick lintels, and adjoining one-story wings 

on each end. This building is individually listed in the National Register of Historic Places and is a 

contributing structure in Fredericksburg’s Historic District.  

 

The Fredericksburg Area Museum & Cultural Center is currently reestablishing exhibitions and 

programming in the former Town Hall in preparation for a reopening of the site. Several alterations are 

proposed to help in orienting visitors and enhancing the primary elevations, including: 

 

 Installation of a new sign system to include: five flags along the Princess Anne Street façade 

mounted to the building, a monument sign for Princess Anne Street, and directional signage to 

second entrance and alternative handicapped accessible path.  

 Installation of a lighting system to include: LED wall-washer light fixtures to underside of 

cornice on Princess Anne Street façade, LED light fixtures on historic Market Square side of 

building. 

 Replacement of the banner on the Market Square elevation. 

 Installation of four new street lamps to illuminate entrances and rear stair down to Market Square. 

 Placement of planters at the base of the stairs flanking the main entrance.  

 

Some elements of the proposal, including installation of new street lamps, directional signage, and 

placement of planters does not require ARB approval. All elements of the project are included here for 

context. The lighting proposed includes LED fixtures mounted under the cornice on the front elevation to 

wash the wall with light. The fixtures will be finished in a color to match the cornice and will not be 

readily visible except when illuminated. Additional fixtures will be mounted at the rear/Market Square 

elevation below the second-story windows to illuminate the banner on the building. These fixtures will 

mount to the window sill rather than through the brick. The lighting proposed is understated and 



COA 2016-76 

 

3 

 

accentuates the architectural features of the building. Approval is recommended on condition that the 

intensity of the lights meets the standards in City Code §72-58.  

 

Five flags will be mounted on the front elevation below the second-story windows. The flag dimensions 

will be two feet by three feet, supported by cast iron flag holders that will be mounted through the mortar 

joints. No commercial advertising will be displayed on the flags. A freestanding museum sign will be 

installed above the brick wall that runs alongside the sidewalk to the north of the building. The sign will 

be four feet wide by three feet tall, attached to four-inch diameter round metal posts. The sign will be 

constructed of layers of MDO board with applied letters and logo made of black plexi-glass. The existing 

vinyl banner below the second-story windows on the Market Square elevation has also been replaced by a 

new banner in the same material and style. The banner is attached through the existing mounts in the 

mortar joints. The sign allowance for this property is based on 90 linear feet of building frontage. The 

sign allowance is calculated as follows: 

90 linear feet x 1.5 = 135 square feet 

 

Sign Type Dimensions Area (square feet) 

Monument Sign 38.75 inches x 10 inches 2.7 

Banner 2 feet x 12 feet 24 

  Total = 26.7 

 

The total area of the signs proposed is 26.7 square feet which is under the allowance for this site of 135 

square feet. The sign materials and styles are compatible with the historic character of the District, are 

minimally invasive, and will not have an adverse impact on the historic significance of the structure. 

Approval of the signs and flags as submitted is recommended.   

 

APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Criteria for evaluating proposed changes are found in City Code § 72-23.1(D)2 and are based on the 

United States Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 

 

S D NA S – satisfies     D – does not satisfy      NA – not applicable 

X   

(1) Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a 

property by requiring minimal alteration of the building, structure, or site 

and its environment, or by using a property for its originally intended 

purposes. 

X   

(2) The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, 

or site and its environment shall not be destroyed. The removal or 

alteration of any historical material or distinctive architectural features 

should be avoided when possible.  

X   

(3) All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their 

own time. Alterations that have no basis and which seek to create an 

earlier appearance shall be discouraged. 
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X   

(4) Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence 

of the history and development of a building, structure, or site and its 

environment. These changes may have acquired significance in their own 

right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected. 

X   
(5) Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which 

characterize a building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity. 

 

X   

(6) Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, 

wherever possible. If replacement is necessary, the new material should 

match the material being replaced in composition, design, color, texture, 

and other visual qualities. Replacement of missing architectural features 

should be based on historic, physical, or pictorial evidence rather than on 

conjectural designs or the availability of different architectural elements 

from other buildings or structures.  

  X 

(7) The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest 

means possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will 

damage the historic building materials shall not be undertaken.  

 

  X 
(8) Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve 

archaeological resources affected by or adjacent to any project. 

 

  X 

(9) Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties 

shall not be discouraged when such alterations and additions do not 

destroy significant historical, architectural, or cultural material, and such 

design is compatible with the size, scale, color, material, and character of 

the property, neighborhood, or environment.  

X   

(10) Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be 

done in such a manner that, if such additions or alterations were to be 

removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the structure 

would be unimpaired.  

 

 

Attachments: 

1. Aerial photograph and front elevation view 

2. Rear/Market Square elevation 

3. Proposed Rear Elevation Lighting  

4. Monument Sign Design 

5. Letter from applicant 

6. Proposed Design Specifications 
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AERIAL 

 

 
FRONT (WEST) ELEVATION 



COA 2016-76 

 

6 

 

 
REAR (EAST) ELEVATION 

 

 
 Fredericksburg City Hall, c.1927 

http://fredericksburgva.us/city-of-fredericksburg/
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Proposed lighting fixture for rear elevation; to be mounted at the center second floor  

window sills and directed down to light the banner.  
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Monument Sign Design 



 

PO Box 922                                                                                                                                    540.371.3037 Voice 
Fredericksburg, Virginia                                                                                                                  540.371.1001 Fax 
22404                                                                                                                                                    www.famcc.org 
 

 

The Fredericksburg Area Museum & Cultural Center requests a Certificate of Appropriateness to add 

lighting, flags, and signage to the Princess Anne Street façade of the building, and lighting on the 

exterior of the building facing historic Market Square. 

 

The project consists of: (see project design) 

 Install new sign system to include: five flags along the Princess Anne Street façade mounted to 

the building, monument sign for Princess Anne Street, directional signage to second entrance and 

alternative handicapped accessible path.  

 Install lighting system to include: LED wall-washer light fixtures to underside of cornice on 

Princess Anne Street façade, LED light fixtures on historic Market Square side of building. 

 Install four new street lamps to illuminate entrances and rear stair down to Market Square with 

banner attached. 

 Place planters on base of stairs flanking main entrance.  

 

Background 

 

In 1816, the City of Fredericksburg completed work on the new Town Hall/Market House, a handsome 

building typical of the architecture of the Federal period.  The lower story, known as the Market House, 

was built of sandstone and opened onto the adjoining Market Lot through an arcaded side.  The upper 

two floors of the building housed the chamber of the Fredericksburg Common Council as well as the 

Mayor's office, rental space, and several small meeting rooms.   

In 1982, the Town Hall was vacated when the City moved their offices into a more modern building.  

After community discussions and public hearings about what to do with the old Town Hall building, the 

City resolved to establish an independent, non-profit corporation to lease and restore the building and 

install a museum.  The Museum was named the Fredericksburg Area Museum & Cultural Center.  By 

1988, funds were raised in equal amounts from the state, city, and local community to restore the 

building and install the museum.   

In 2004, the Museum purchased a second facility to house an expanded footprint in the heart of the City.  

Unfortunately, due to financial difficulties the FAMCC took the first steps to reorganize in order to 

create an organization that is financially stable, while still focusing on the mission of the Museum.  

Leadership created a tiered process to lay the groundwork for the reorganization.  In April 2015, the 

FAMCC shut its doors to the public and opted to relinquish its new building.  Currently the Museum is 

reestablishing exhibitions and programming in a dynamically reconceived Town Hall and plans to 

reopen to visitors on November 5, 2016. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 
 

Sara Poore 

President & CEO



 

 

 

PROPOSED DESIGN 

 

1. Flags installed below second floor windows.  Flags are 2’ x 3’ and flag mounts will be 1” diameter cast iron flag pole 

holders, installed in the mortar joints. 

2. LED wall-washer light fixtures to underside of cornice to further illuminate front façade. Finish color to match cornice 

color. 

3. a)  Remove existing street lamp, install four (4) new street lamps to illuminate entrance and rear stair entrance to 

Market Square.  

b)  Banner arms added to street lamps to hold FAMCC banner and/or event banner. 

4.   New planters at base of stairs flanking main entrance. 

5.   Directional signs to handicap accessible path. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 



 

 

 

 
 

PROPOSED DESIGN CONTINUED 

 

 

6.  Museum Sign  

 

  

6 



 

 

 
 

MARKET SQUARE PLAN 

 

1. LED lighting below center second story windows to illuminate sign. 

2. Replacement of banner with new one. 

1 

2 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:          ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

FROM:      Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner 

DATE:      November 14, 2016 

SUBJECT: Certificate of Appropriateness for exterior alteration at 1501 Caroline Street 

 

ISSUE 

Steve Spratt requests to enclose the south-facing inset porch on the rear addition of this single-family 

residence with cladding, windows, and doors to match the existing. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness for the request as submitted.   

 

APPLICABLE HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES 

Exterior Architectural Elements – Porches and Steps (Historic District Handbook, pg.96-97) 

5. Avoid removing historic material from porches. In addition, do not add materials that create a 

different historic appearance.  

7. Avoid enclosing porches on primary elevations. In addition, avoid enclosing important secondary 

porches in a manner that changes the building’s historic character. 

 

BACKGROUND 

The residence at 1501 Caroline was constructed between 1785 and 1789 for Dr. Robert Wellford, who 

first came to the Colonies in 1776 as a surgeon in charge of American prisoners. The Federal-style, wood-

framed dwelling is two-and-one-half stories in height and topped by a side-gabled roof. Clad in beaded 

weatherboard and resting on a parged foundation, character-defining features include six-over-six double-

hung wood windows with louvered shutters, two interior end brick chimneys, and a ten-lite transom 

above the entry door. A Flemish-bond brick addition was added to the north end of the home c.1850. This 

is a contributing structure in the Historic District.  

 

A one-story addition with intersecting gabled and hipped roofs extends to the east off the rear northeast 

corner of the house. The addition was approved by the ARB in 2003 and features hardie board siding, 

four-lite casement windows, and a standing-seam metal roof. A porch, supported by wood posts, is inset 

into the south elevation at the rear of the addition and is visible from Pitt Street. A low brick wall wraps 

the southwest corner of the porch. The applicant proposes to enclose the porch using materials to match 

those existing on the addition. The walls will be clad in lapped hardie board siding with an eight-inch 

reveal. The existing brick at the corner will be retained as part of the wall. The windows will be Pella 

Architect Series aluminum-clad wood casement windows. The windows will feature simulated divided 

lites with an interior spacer in a four-lite pattern to match the existing windows. The paired doors on the 



COA 2016-72 

 

2 

 

south elevation will also be Pella Architect Series aluminum-clad wood to match. All trim will be PVC 

composite. No changes will be made to the roof.  

 

The proposed alterations are consistent with the architectural design and materials of the previous 

addition and do not impact any historic features of the primary structure. The project will not create a 

false historic appearance, as the previous addition is already clearly differentiated through its design and 

placement on site, and will not adversely impact the historic significance of the building. Approval of the 

request as submitted is recommended.    

 

APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Criteria for evaluating proposed changes are found in City Code § 72-23.1(D)2 and are based on the 

United States Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 

 

S D NA S – satisfies     D – does not satisfy      NA – not applicable 

X   

(1) Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a 

property by requiring minimal alteration of the building, structure, or site 

and its environment, or by using a property for its originally intended 

purposes. 

X   

(2) The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, 

or site and its environment shall not be destroyed. The removal or 

alteration of any historical material or distinctive architectural features 

should be avoided when possible.  

X   

(3) All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their 

own time. Alterations that have no basis and which seek to create an 

earlier appearance shall be discouraged. 

 

X   

(4) Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence 

of the history and development of a building, structure, or site and its 

environment. These changes may have acquired significance in their own 

right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected. 

X   
(5) Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which 

characterize a building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity. 

 

  X 

(6) Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, 

wherever possible. If replacement is necessary, the new material should 

match the material being replaced in composition, design, color, texture, 

and other visual qualities. Replacement of missing architectural features 

should be based on historic, physical, or pictorial evidence rather than on 

conjectural designs or the availability of different architectural elements 

from other buildings or structures.  

  X 

(7) The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest 

means possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will 

damage the historic building materials shall not be undertaken.  
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  X 
(8) Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve 

archaeological resources affected by or adjacent to any project. 

 

X   

(9) Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties 

shall not be discouraged when such alterations and additions do not 

destroy significant historical, architectural, or cultural material, and such 

design is compatible with the size, scale, color, material, and character of 

the property, neighborhood, or environment.  

X   

(10) Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be 

done in such a manner that, if such additions or alterations were to be 

removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the structure 

would be unimpaired.  

 

 

Attachments: 

1. Aerial photograph and front elevation view 

2. Historic photograph 

3. Site Plan 

4. Existing porch images 

5. Proposed elevations 

6. Window specifications 
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AERIAL 

 

 
FRONT (WEST) ELEVATION 
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Photo by Frances Benjamin Johnston, c.1927 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:          ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

FROM:      Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner 

DATE:      November 14, 2016 

SUBJECT: Certificate of Appropriateness for exterior alterations at 209 Hanover Street 

 

ISSUE 

Jaime Ibarra requests to replace the slate roof with synthetic slate, install security bars at the ground floor 

windows in the alley, and paint the masonry wall on the alley side of this residential building. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 Approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness for installation of window guards on condition that the 

bars are installed through the wood window framing rather than the masonry wall. 

 

 Approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness for painting the west/alley wall of the rear addition on 

condition that a proper masonry primer is used in combination with the paint. 

 

 The applicant should consider removing slate from the rear roof surface in order to repair the highly 

visible front roof surface, using the substitute material only on the rear elevation. If the level of 

deterioration is such that overall replacement is necessary, approval of the proposed synthetic slate is 

recommended on condition that the material matches the color of the historic slate as closely as 

possible. 

 

APPLICABLE HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES 

Roofs (Historic District Handbook, pg.80) 

8. Avoid replacing roofs with a substitute material that does not convey the same visual appearance 

of the historic roof. Replacing a metal shingle roof with standing seam metal, for example, alters 

a defining architectural characteristic. If replacement of a roof is not technically or economically 

feasible, the substitute material should convey the same visual appearance of the original roof as 

much as possible. 

Materials – Masonry (Historic District Handbook, pg. 101-104) 

1. Removing or radically changing masonry features will diminish a building’s character. Retain 

masonry features that define this character such as walls, brackets, railings, cornices, window 

surrounds, pediments, steps, and columns. It is also important to retain mortar joint size and 

tooling; the size, texture, and pattern of the masonry units; and the color of the masonry.  

6. Painting and waterproofing masonry is sometimes necessary as a preservation treatment. These 

tasks should be undertaken as follows: 
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 Leave masonry unpainted, as a general rule, if it has not been painted previously. Water 

repellant coatings should be considered as a last resort if repointing and drainage problem 

corrections have failed to arrest water penetration. 

 Prime with an appropriate masonry primer 

 Paint/repaint with an appropriate masonry paint system.  

 

BACKGROUND 

The building at 209 Hanover Street was constructed c.1830 in the Federal style. The two-and-one-half 

story American bond brick dwelling is topped by a side-gabled roof clad in slate shingles. The central 

entry door framed by engaged Tuscan columns and rectangular pediment is topped by a transom featuring 

curvilinear leaded-glass tracery. Nine-over-nine and nine-over-six double-hung wood sash windows 

framed by wood sills and splayed brick lintels line the first and second stories. A corbelled brick cornice 

lines the eaves and four interior end brick chimneys are located at the east and west ends of the building 

on either side of the gable. Sanborn maps show that the building was divided into two dwellings c.1886, 

and then used as a boarding house in the early 20
th
 century. Additionally, the building may have been 

used in connection with the charity school previously located at 211 Hanover Street. The property then 

became an annex to the Athens Hotel at the corner of Hanover and Caroline Streets. A three-story brick 

addition, topped by a front-gabled roof clad in standing seam metal, is attached to the rear of the building 

and was constructed between 1919 and 1927. This is a contributing structure in the Historic District. 

 

Several alterations to the building have been proposed. The applicant is requesting to install steel window 

guards over the ground floor windows on the west, or alley-side, of the building. Several apartments are 

located in the building, and the applicant proposes to install the guards for the safety of the residents to 

deter break-ins. The steel guards will be constructed of 3/16-inch by 1-inch flat bars and 1/2-inch round 

bars and will be painted black. The bars are simple in design and will not have an adverse impact on the 

historic significance of the structure; however, the bars should be installed into the wood window framing 

elements rather than the masonry wall. The applicant should also verify with Building Services that the 

installation meets code requirements. Any windows required for emergency egress should not be blocked. 

Approval of the window guards is recommended on condition that the bars are installed through 

the wood framing.   

 

Additionally, the applicant proposes to paint the previously unpainted masonry wall on the west, or alley-

side, of the c.1927 rear addition. The wall is currently partially painted as the work began without a 

Certificate of Appropriateness on September 26, 2016. The paint used is Benjamin Moore acrylic exterior 

with a gloss finish recommended for use on unglazed brick. Vapor permeability can be measured in 

perms, and a coating that is 10 perms or greater is generally considered to be breathable. The paint 

specified is water repellant, but has a perm rating above 40, which will continue to allow the masonry to 

release water vapor. The applicant has stated that moisture infiltration and proper drainage is an ongoing 

issue for this wall that has not been resolved through other treatments. In this case, painting the wall may 

be an appropriate preservation treatment to address the ongoing moisture issues. Additionally, removal of 

the paint that has already been applied may result in damage to the masonry surface. Approval of 

painting this wall is recommended; however, the applicant should ensure that a proper masonry 

primer is used in combination with the paint.  
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Finally, the applicant is requesting to replace the existing slate shingle roof with a new synthetic slate 

shingle roof. The applicant is seeking replacement due to the deteriorated condition. In the National Park 

Service’s Preservation Brief 29: The Repair, Replacement, and Maintenance of Historic Slate Roofs, the 

author states, “If 20% or more of the slates on a roof or roof slope are broken, cracked, missing, or sliding 

out of position, it is usually less expensive to replace the roof than to execute individual repairs. This is 

especially true of older roofs nearing the end of their serviceable lives.” It is likely that the current roof 

dates to the original construction of the building and has been in place for approximately 185 years. The 

applicant has submitted an evaluation of the roof that estimates 50% of the existing slates are damaged 

beyond use.  

 

Replacement with DaVinci synthetic slate is requested due to the high cost of true slate. The Historic 

District Handbook specifies that “if replacement of a roof is not technically or economically feasible, the 

substitute material should convey the same visual appearance of the original roof as much as possible. 

The material chosen is composed of a mix of high and low density polymers with UV inhibitors and fire 

retardants incorporated that provides a visual appearance similar to real slate. The applicant should 

consider removing slate from the rear roof surface in order to repair the highly visible front roof 

surface, using the substitute material only on the rear elevation. If the level of deterioration is such 

that overall replacement is necessary, approval of the proposed synthetic slate is recommended on 

condition that the material matches the color of the historic slate as closely as possible.   

 

APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Criteria for evaluating proposed changes are found in City Code § 72-23.1(D)2 and are based on the 

United States Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 

 

S D NA S – satisfies     D – does not satisfy      NA – not applicable 

X   

(1) Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a 

property by requiring minimal alteration of the building, structure, or site 

and its environment, or by using a property for its originally intended 

purposes. 

X   

(2) The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, 

or site and its environment shall not be destroyed. The removal or 

alteration of any historical material or distinctive architectural features 

should be avoided when possible.  

X   

(3) All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their 

own time. Alterations that have no basis and which seek to create an 

earlier appearance shall be discouraged. 

 

X   

(4) Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence 

of the history and development of a building, structure, or site and its 

environment. These changes may have acquired significance in their own 

right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected. 

X   
(5) Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which 

characterize a building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity. 
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X   

(6) Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, 

wherever possible. If replacement is necessary, the new material should 

match the material being replaced in composition, design, color, texture, 

and other visual qualities. Replacement of missing architectural features 

should be based on historic, physical, or pictorial evidence rather than on 

conjectural designs or the availability of different architectural elements 

from other buildings or structures.  

  X 

(7) The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest 

means possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will 

damage the historic building materials shall not be undertaken.  

 

  X 
(8) Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve 

archaeological resources affected by or adjacent to any project. 

 

  X 

(9) Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties 

shall not be discouraged when such alterations and additions do not 

destroy significant historical, architectural, or cultural material, and such 

design is compatible with the size, scale, color, material, and character of 

the property, neighborhood, or environment.  

X   

(10) Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be 

done in such a manner that, if such additions or alterations were to be 

removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the structure 

would be unimpaired.  

 

 

Attachments: 

1. Aerial photograph and front elevation view 

2. Historic photograph 

3. Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps: c.1886, c.1891, c.1902, c.1927 

4. Window guard example and specifications 

5. Paint specifications 

6. Roofing condition assessment 

7. Roofing specifications 

8. DaVinci Slate material specifications 
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AERIAL 

 

 
FRONT (SOUTH) ELEVATION 
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Class photo at the Hanover Street School, c.1900 

 

 

 
209 Hanover Street, c.1962 
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Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, c.1886 

  

 

 

 

 
 

Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, c.1891 
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Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, c.1902 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, c.1927 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:          ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

FROM:      Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner 

DATE:      November 14, 2016 

SUBJECT: Certificate of Appropriateness for demolition and new construction at 525 Caroline and 

506-516 Sophia Streets 

 

ISSUE 

Van Perroy requests to demolish the existing townhomes at 506-516 Sophia Street and requests approval 

of the site planning, scale, massing, and architectural details of three new structures. The new buildings 

include seven three-story townhomes in two structures and one four-story apartment building with seven 

units. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness for demolition of 506-516 Sophia Street contingent upon 

full approval of the proposed new construction. Documentation of the structures prior to removal is 

recommended.   

 

Approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness for site planning, scale, and massing of three new 

buildings to include seven three-story townhomes and one four-story apartment building.  

 

Continuation of the review of detailed architectural design to the December 12, 2016 hearing of the ARB 

to allow the applicant to provide additional information on details and materials. 

  

APPLICABLE HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES 

City Code § 72-23.1 D(3):  Demolition, Removal or Relocation 

1. No historic landmark, building or structure within the HFD shall be razed, demolished, or moved 

until the razing, demolition or moving thereof is approved by the ARB. In determining the 

appropriateness of any application for the razing, demolition, or moving of a building or 

structure, the ARB shall consider the following criteria: 

(1) The architectural significance of the building or structure. 

(2) The historical significance of the building or structure. 

(3) Whether a building or structure is linked, historically or architecturally, to other buildings 

or structures, so that their concentration or continuity possesses greater significance than 

the particular building or structure individually. 

(4) The significance of the building or structure or its proposed replacement in furthering the 

Comprehensive Plan's goals. 
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(5) The condition and structural integrity of the building or structure, as indicated by 

documentation prepared by a qualified professional or licensed contractor, or other 

information, provided to the board for examination. The City Manager may obtain an 

assessment from a qualified professional or licensed contractor to assist the ARB or City 

Council in rendering a decision. 

(6) Effect on surrounding properties. 

(7) Inordinate hardship. This inquiry is concerned primarily with the relationship between the 

cost of repairing a building or structure and its reasonable value after repair. An inordinate 

hardship is an instance when preservation will deprive the owner of reasonable economic 

use of the property. 

 

City Code § 72-23.1 D(1):  New construction 

No building or structure shall be erected or reconstructed within the HFD, unless approved by the 

ARB as being architecturally compatible with the historic landmarks, buildings, structures and 

areas located therein. The ARB shall, in making its decisions, consider the characteristics of a 

proposed building or structure as they affect and relate to the district, including the following 

elements: 

(a) Site planning (continuity of street edge, spacing between buildings, fences and walls, 

parking); 

(b)  Building scale (size, height, facade proportions); 

(c)  Building massing (form, roof shape, orientation); 

(d)  Roof (shape, pitch, overhang, dormers, skylights, chimneys); 

(e)  Windows (type, shape and proportion, rhythm and balance, blinds/shutters); 

(f)  Doorways (placement and orientation, type); 

(g)  Storefronts (materials, architectural details); 

(h)  Exterior architectural elements (entrances, porches and steps, cornices); 

(i)  Materials (wall surfaces, foundation, roof); and 

(j) Miscellaneous details (trim, gutters and leaders, louvers/vents, lighting, public utilities). 

 

Historic District Handbook 

Site Planning (pg. 69) 

1. New buildings should be sited to reinforce the traditional street edge. 

Site Planning – Parking (pg. 73) 

1. New buildings in the downtown commercial district should have their parking in the rear of the 

building, allowing the building to become part of the existing streetscape and to reinforce the 

street edge. 

Building Scale (pg. 74) 

1. Although the zoning ordinance defines height limitations within the various parts of the city, 

building height at the street front should be compatible with the prevailing height of the entire 

block. 

2. New buildings that must be taller than the prevailing height should be stepped back so the 

additional height is not visible from the street. 

3. Architectural features—such as porches, entrances, storefronts, and other decorative elements—

should be used to reinforce the human scale of the Historic District.  
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Building Massing (pg. 75) 

1. Building form should relate to the existing streetscape. If most of the building forms are simple, 

then the form of a new building should respect that characteristic. 

3. The orientation of new residential dwellings should be compatible with the neighboring houses 

on the block.  

 

BACKGROUND 

The applicant proposes to demolish the existing townhomes at 506-516 Sophia Street, combine the parcel 

with a portion of the adjoining parcel at 525 Caroline Street, and redevelop the property with fourteen 

new residential units—a mix of seven single-family attached and seven multi-family units. The Board 

was first introduced to this application when it was presented for an advisory review as part of a Special 

Exception process. Special Exceptions were approved by City Council in September 2016 for increased 

density in the Flood Hazard Overlay District and Commercial Downtown zoning district. In general, the 

project’s site plan and massing have not changed since the Board’s advisory review, but elements of the 

architectural design and scale have been altered in response to the Board’s comments. The Board should 

evaluate this application in two parts, first considering the demolition of the existing structures, and then 

considering the compatibility and architectural design of the new construction.  

 

Demolition of 506-516 Sophia Street 

The Board should first evaluate demolition of the existing structures as a component of the site planning. 

The three multi-family dwellings located at 506-516 Sophia Street are placed generally in a U-shaped 

configuration on the property. These buildings were constructed c.1940 and display elements of the 

Colonial Revival style. The two-story masonry structure fronting on Sophia Street is constructed of rock-

faced concrete block topped by a side-gabled roof clad in standing seam metal with boxed eaves and a 

simple molded cornice. Projecting one-story porches with standing seam metal-clad gabled roofs, 

concrete decks, and metal railings delineate the individual units along the Sophia Street frontage. The 

building along the north side of the property displays similar design and materials, but is oriented to the 

south, with the front elevation facing the center of the property. The third building, located at the rear of 

the property, is not clearly visible from the street.  

 

ARB records indicate that the north and west buildings have been significantly altered, with changes to 

the roofing, siding, windows, and general form. The property reflects typical patterns of architectural 

development in Fredericksburg during the World War I to World War II period, but the integrity of the 

site has largely been lost. Only the building closest to the street, fronting Sophia Street, is identified as 

contributing to the Historic District. An evaluation of the buildings based on criteria for demolition in the 

City Code follows: 

 

The architectural significance of the 

buildings. 

Not individually significant; buildings demonstrate a 

popular vernacular style that became prolific as a result 

of general prosperity enjoyed across the country after 

World War I. All three buildings display a lack of 

integrity due to extensive alterations. 

The historical significance of the buildings. 
Limited; reflective of patterns of development in the 

interwar and postwar periods. 
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Whether a building or structure is linked, 

historically or architecturally, to other 

buildings or structures, so that their 

concentration or continuity possesses 

greater significance than the particular 

building or structure individually. 

These dwellings are not considered individually 

significant. One building is considered contributing to the 

architectural integrity of the Historic District, reflecting 

patterns of development during the interwar and postwar 

periods. However, the integrity of the site is largely 

compromised, and the context of the site is no longer 

clear. 

The significance of the building or 

structure or its proposed replacement in 

furthering the Comprehensive Plan's 

goals. 

The proposed development project meets a number of 

goals in the City’s Comprehensive Plan (2015) including 

promoting clustered and compact development, 

enhancing the quality of residential areas, encouraging 

homeownership, and promoting “redevelopment of 

downtown properties in a manner that reflects the 

character of the City as a vibrant and growing 

community” (Environmental Protection Goal 6, 

Residential Neighborhood Goals 2 and 9, and Historic 

Preservation Goal 2). In addition, the overall plan for the 

Sophia Street corridor is for an open riverfront on the east 

side of Sophia Street and redevelopment of a consistent 

streetscape on the west side of Sophia Street. 

The condition and structural integrity of 

the building or structure. 

The applicant has submitted photographs that show 

extensive structural issues at all three buildings. Patching 

and cracking shows that there may be significant 

foundation deterioration. Interior structural members 

have been compromised as well. All windows and doors 

have been replaced. All three buildings appear to be in 

poor condition. 

Effect on surrounding properties. 

Removal of these structures is intended to accommodate 

new construction that furthers the goals of the 

Comprehensive Plan and allows for increased use and 

revitalization of the Sophia Street corridor. The project 

will increase density on the block, filling what is 

currently a parking lot, and will reinforce the traditional 

street edge. 

Inordinate hardship. 

The deteriorated nature of the buildings and relatively 

modest means of original construction limit the potential 

for rehabilitation. The applicant has indicated that the 

foundations are inadequate and they cannot be repaired in 

a cost effective manner.   

  

  

Due to the limited architectural and historical significance of the structures at 506-516 Sophia Street, the 

lack of structural integrity, and the alignment of the proposed replacement with the goals of the City’s 

adopted Comprehensive Plan, it is recommended that the Board approve the demolition contingent upon 

approval of the proposed new structures. Removal of these structures will not have an adverse impact on 

the historic significance of the District as a whole. Documentation of the structures before their removal is 

recommended.  
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New Construction at 525 Caroline Street and 506-516 Sophia Street 

The applicant proposes to reconfigure the two parcels that will be used for this project, combining the rear 

portion of 525 Caroline Street (currently a parking lot) with the 506-516 Sophia Street property to 

accommodate three new structures. A total of 14 new residential units will be created, with seven three-

story townhomes in two structures and seven apartments in a four-story building. All parking for the 

residences will be provided on site in ground-floor garages.   

 

a. Site Planning 

The three new structures will be configured similarly to the existing structures on site. Three 

attached townhomes, with each unit measuring 29 feet wide, will front on Sophia Street with a 

zero foot setback. Four attached townhomes, each measuring 30 feet wide, will run along the 

north side of the site. The primary entrances will face south on to a new street, Riverwalk Place; 

however, the side elevation of the easternmost unit is designed to appear as a primary elevation 

on Sophia Street and reinforces the traditional street edge. The third building is located at the rear 

southwest corner of the parcel and will be a four-story apartment building containing seven units. 

The site planning allows the increased density to be concentrated in the center of the block while 

maintaining a traditional street edge that is consistent with the historic character of the district.   

 

b. Building Scale 

Consideration of scale includes an evaluation of height, as well as the number of stories, height of 

floors, window sizes, porch heights, and other elements. All these elements work together to 

define the relationship of buildings to each other and to the human form. Determination of 

compatibility is based on the surrounding context. Buildings in the 500 block of Sophia Street 

range from one to two-and-one-half stories in height, with the majority at two stories. The density 

of structures in this block is extremely low, so the evaluation of context extended to the 

neighboring blocks as well. Buildings on the neighboring blocks of Wolfe Street, Caroline Street, 

and Lafayette Boulevard range from one to seven stories in height, with most at two or three 

stories.  

 

The new townhomes proposed are three-and-one-half stories in height topped by gabled roofs 

with inset porches. The proposed townhomes are taller than the immediate neighboring structures, 

but are within the average height of buildings in the surrounding context. Additionally, the impact 

of this greater height has been offset by a number of design details, including the use of an 

intermediate cornice at the first floor, strong horizontal elements in the design, and recessing the 

rooftop balconies into the gable roof profile. The rhythmic placement of entry porches on Sophia 

Street maintains the human scale of the street and reinforces the traditional street edge. At four 

stories in height, the central mansion, or apartment building, is taller than many structures in the 

surrounding context. However, its position at the center of the block disguises its greater height 

and mass. The building is not easily visible from the street and the overall impact is minimal. 

 

c. Building Massing   

In additional to the overall size and height, components of massing include the complexity of the 

building form and the roof shape. These new buildings are simple in form and relate closely to the 

forms of many historic structures throughout the district. The townhomes are topped by side-

gabled roofs with end profiles that imitate projecting chimneys. A three-story bay with hipped 

roof projects off each side of the Sophia Street building. The apartment building and the 

townhomes on the north side of the site are topped by intersecting gable roofs. These gables will 
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be the most visible element of these buildings and, as the most common roof shape in the 

surrounding context, will blend well into Fredericksburg’s skyline.  

 

The proposed design meets the criteria for site planning, scale, and massing of new 

construction in the Historic District and approval is recommended.  
 

Evaluation of the elements of detailed architectural design follows: 

 

d. Roof (form, pitch, dormers, skylights) 

The townhome buildings are topped by side-gabled roofs. At each end, a parapet wall projects 

above the roof edge and features the silhouette of chimneys projecting up at either side of the 

gable. A small parapet defines each side of the center townhome as well. On the Sophia Street 

elevation, balconies are recessed into the gable. The townhomes on the north side of the parcel 

and the mansion apartment building are topped by side-gabled roofs with intersecting front 

gables. Gables are the most common roof profile seen in the Historic District and the proposed 

roofs are compatible with this character.  

   

e. Windows (type, shape and proportion, rhythm and balance, blinds/shutters) 

Nine-over-one double-hung sash windows are spaced evenly across the first, second, and third 

stories of the buildings. The windows all appear to be the same size, though some are grouped in 

paired configurations on the apartment building. The lite pattern and the rhythm of openings are 

consistent with historic buildings throughout the district. Multi-lite sidelights frame each entry 

door. Round or half-round multi-lite fixed windows are located in each gable end.   

  

f. Doorways (placement and orientation, type) 

On the Sophia Street elevation, each townhome is accessed by a single six-panel wood entry door 

at the north/right side of the unit. A set of paired multi-lite French doors is recessed into the wall 

above each entry porch to access a small projecting balcony. A single multi-lite door provides 

access to the rooftop balconies. On the north townhome building, entry doors are located on the 

south-facing elevation. Garage doors are also located on this elevation, and on the ground floor of 

the apartment building. Details of the garage doors and this elevation have not been provided.  

  

g. Storefronts (materials, architectural details) 

Not applicable to this residential development. 

 

h. Exterior architectural elements (entrances, porches and steps, cornices) 

A heavy molded intermediate cornice tops the first floor and wraps the projecting porticos that 

shelter the entry doors. The porticos are supported by heavy Tuscan columns on brick bases. A 

heavy molded cornice and frieze tops the wall at the third floor. This emphasizes the horizontality 

of the buildings and helps to minimize the overall height. Each window and door is topped by a 

splayed brick lintel with keystone detail.  

  

i. Materials (wall surfaces, foundation, roof) 

The walls are constructed of masonry. Brick color, brick size, brick bond, mortar detailing, and 

roof and trim materials have not been defined.  

 

j. Miscellaneous details (trim, gutters and leaders, louvers/vents, lighting, public utilities) 
Additional detail regarding the material of trim elements, railings, garage doors, etc. has not been 

provided at this time.  
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The design details are generally in accordance with the Historic District standards and 

guidelines, but additional information regarding the materials selected still needs to be 

provided. Continuation of this portion of the application to the December 12, 2016 meeting 

of the ARB is recommended to allow the applicant time to submit this information.  

 

 

   

Attachments: 

1. Aerial and Existing Front Elevation View 

2. Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, c.1886 and c.1902 

3. Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, c.1927 and c.1947 

4. Context Views 

5. Email from Van Perroy regarding conditions 

6. Photographs showing existing building conditions 

7. Existing Site Plan  

8. Proposed Site Plan 

9. Elevations and Perspective Views 

10. Environmental Assessment 
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AERIAL 

 

 
FRONT (EAST) ELEVATION 



COA 2016-75 

 

9 

 

 
 

Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, c.1886 

 

 
 

Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, c.1902 
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Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, c.1927 

 

 
Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, c.1947 
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View Looking South from Sophia and Wolfe Streets 

 

 

 
 

View Looking West from Sophia and Wolfe Streets 
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View Looking Northwest from Sophia Street and Lafayette Boulevard 

 

 

 
 

View Looking South from Caroline and Wolfe Streets 

 

 

 

 



From: Van Perroy
To: Kate S. Schwartz
Subject: Re: Application and Demolition of 506-512 Bldg
Date: Friday, October 21, 2016 1:48:26 PM

It is noted in your ARB Memorandum of April 25, 2015 in Paragraph 2.b.on page 4 that:

"The side and rear dwellings are considered noncontributing because they are minimally
 visible from the public right-of-way and do not retain their integrity due to a number of
 alterations including changes in the siding, roofing, windows, and form.These structures were
 not included in the 2006 architectural survey."

I would like to point out that all the windows in the 506-512 building were replaced with
 Window World windows and that extensive alterations have been made to the building as can
 be seen from the attached pictures in our Application.

In addition, the structural problems exist on all three of the buildings but are the most severe
 on the subject 506-512 building. 

The building was listed in the 2006 Survey as fair to good but that classification is no longer
 applicable and could have been deemed inaccurate at the time as to roof and window frame
 condition.

The structural problems are self evident. We have not found a cost effective way to stabilize
 what is a cinder bloc structure without adequate foundation.

We will provide additional information to augment tour Application as may be requested
 and reasonably obtained.

Sincerely,

Van L. Perroy, General Partner, Timbernest LTD

From: Kate S. Schwartz <ksschwartz@fredericksburgva.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2016 4:33 PM
To: Van Perroy
Subject: Notification letter for new construction in the Historic District
 
Hi Van,

mailto:michiganderv@hotmail.com
mailto:ksschwartz@fredericksburgva.gov


















































 PLANNING COMMISSION 
CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA 

AGENDA 
November 9, 2016 

  7:30 PM  
                           COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL 

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
3. ADOPTION OF MINUTES 

 

 October 12, 2016 – Regular Meeting 
 
4. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PLAN (CIP) – Update – Deidre Jett, 

Budget Manager 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
5. The City of Fredericksburg proposes to amend Unified Development 

Ordinance Sections 72-4 Use, Standards and 72-8, Definitions and 
Interpretations to permit the manufacture of beer, wine, and spirits, either by 
right or by special use permit, in the commercial, planned commercial, 
planned mixed use, and industrial zoning districts.  The uses are classified 
and regulated on the basis of production volume and the incorporation of 
commercial activities like restaurants or events venues. 

 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS/ACTION ITEMS 
 
6. The City of Fredericksburg proposes amendments to the Unified 

Development Ordinance of the City Code to change fence regulations.  The 
amendments: 

a.  provide additional flexibility for fences on corner lots and through lots;  
b.  decrease permitted fence heights from six feet to four feet in any front 
     yard of lots zoned Commercial; 
c.  authorize the Board of Zoning Appeals to issue special exceptions 
     from fence height regulations in any front yard (including a secondary 
     front yard on a corner or through lot); 
d.  prohibit the use of barbed wire or razor wire except in an Industrial 
     district; and 
e.  clarify terms, figures, measurements, and tables related to sight  
     triangles, lot types, required yards, and building fronts on lots in all  
     zoning districts. 

 



GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
7. A general public comment period is provided at each regular meeting for 

comments by citizens regarding any matter related to Commission 
business that is not listed on the Agenda for Public Hearing.  The Chair 
will request that speakers observe the three-minute time limit and yield the 
floor when the Clerk indicates that their time has expired.  No dialogue 
between speakers will be permitted. 

 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
8. Planning Commissioner Comments 

 Planning Commission Annual Report – Discussion/Pates 
 

9. Planning Director Comments 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
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