ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD
AGENDA
JUNE 14, 2021
7:00 P.M.

Agenda
1. Call To Order [In Person & Emeeting]

This meeting is being held both in person in Council Chambers and electronically
by “Go to Meeting” application, pursuant to City Council Ord. 20-05, An
Ordinance to Address Continuity of City Government during the Pendency of a
Pandemic Disaster.
Members of the public have been invited to attend in person with social distancing
practices and masks required or access this meeting by public access television
Cox Channel 84, Verizon Channel 42, online at www.regionalwebtv.com/fredcc, or
Facebook live at www.facebook.com/FXBGgov
The members participating are [list members by name]
2. Determination Of A Quorum
3. Determination That Public Notice Requirements Have Been Met
4. Approval Of Agenda
5. Review Of Minutes
5.I. March 8, 2021 - Regular Meeting
Documents:
5A 2021-03-08_ARBMINUTESDRAFT.PDF
5.II. March 22, 2021 - Supplementary Meeting
Documents:
5B 2021-03-22_ARBMINUTESDRAFT.PDF
5.III. April 12, 2021 - Regular Meeting

Documents:
5B 2021-03-22_ARBMINUTESDRAFT.PDF
5.III. April 12, 2021 - Regular Meeting
Documents:
5C 2021-04-12_ARBMINUTESDRAFT.PDF
5.IV. April 26, 2021 - Regular Meeting
Documents:
5D 2021-04-26_ARBMINUTESDRAFT.PDF
5.V. May 10, 2021 - Regular Meeting
Documents:
5E 2021-05-10_ARBMINUTESDRAFT.PDF
5.VI. May 24, 2021 - Supplementary Meeting
Documents:
5F 2021-05-24_ARBMINUTESDRAFT.PDF
6. Disclosure Of Ex Parte Communication
7. Disclosure Of Conflicts Of Interest
8. Consent Agenda
8.I. COA 2021-33 - 417 Wolfe St
Documents:
8A COA 2021-33_ADMINISTRATIVEREVIEW_417 WOLFESTREETSIGNED.PDF
8.II. COA 2021-36 - 307 Lewis St
Documents:
8B COA 2021-36_ADMINISTRATIVEREVIEW_307 LEWIS STREETSIGNED.PDF
8.III. COA 2021-37 - 115 Caroline St
Documents:
8C COA 2021-37_ADMINISTRATIVEREVIEW_115 CAROLINE STREETSIGNED.PDF
9. Public Hearing
9.I. New Applications
9.I.i. COA 2021-34 - 813 Sophia St
Documents:
9A COA 2021-34_ARBMEMO_813 SOPHIA STREET_06-14-2021.PDF

9.I. New Applications
9.I.i. COA 2021-34 - 813 Sophia St
Documents:
9A COA 2021-34_ARBMEMO_813 SOPHIA STREET_06-14-2021.PDF
9.I.ii. COA 2021-35 - 202 Frederick St
Documents:
9B COA 2021-35_ARBMEMO_202 FREDERICK STREET_06-14-2021.PDF
10. General Public Comment
Public comments may be submitted in one of the following ways: (1) dropping them in the
Deposit Box at City Hall, (2) U.S. Mail, or (3) email to ksschwartz@fredericksburgva.gov.
Comments received before 4:00 p.m. on the day of the meeting will be read into the
record at the meeting. Comments must include your name and address, including zip
code, be limited to 5 minutes or less (read aloud), and address a topic of ARB business.
Public comments will not be accepted on video feeds during the meeting.

11. Other Business
11.I. Discussion Of NAPC Webinar - Community Outreach Strategies For Historic
Preservation Commissions And Boards
11.II. Discussion Of Feedback From HFFI Consultant Dan Becker
Documents:
11B HFFI OBSERVATIONS LETTER-FINAL.PDF
12. Staff Update
13. Announcements And Reports
14. Adjournment

Minutes
Architectural Review Board
March 8, 2021
Electronic Meeting
Members Present
Jonathan Gerlach, Chair
Karen Irvin, Vice Chair
Adriana Moss
Helen P. Ross
Sabina Weitzman
James Whitman

Members Absent

Staff
Kate Schwartz

Chairman Gerlach called the Architectural Review Board meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.
OPENING REMARKS
Chairman Gerlach stated that the meeting was being held electronically through the “GoTo Meeting”
application, pursuant to City Council Ordinance 20-05, An Ordinance to Address Continuity of City
Government during the Pendency of a Pandemic Disaster. The members participating were Jonathan
Gerlach, Karen Irvin, Adriana Moss, Helen P. Ross, Sabina Weitzman, and James Whitman. Members of
the public have been invited to access this meeting by public access television Cox Channel 84, Verizon
Channel 42, online at www.regionalwebtv.com, or on Facebook Live at www.facebook.com/FXBGgov.
Chairman Gerlach determined that a quorum of 6 members was present, and asked if public notice
requirements had been met. Ms. Schwartz confirmed that they had.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Ms. Weitzman made a motion to approve the agenda as submitted. Ms. Moss seconded. The motion
carried 6-0.
REVIEW OF MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS
Chairman Gerlach asked if there were any changes or additions to the minutes submitted. Ms. Irvin made
a motion to approve the minutes of the January 11, 2021 public hearing as written. Ms. Ross seconded.
The motion carried 6-0.
Ms. Weitzman made a motion to approve the minutes from the January 25, 2021 supplementary meeting
as written. Ms. Ross seconded. The motion carried 6-0.
Chairman Gerlach noted that the minutes of February 8 referenced Chairman Davis rather than Chairman
Gerlach in several places and needed to be corrected. Ms. Moss made a motion to approve the minutes
from the February 8, 2021 public hearing as amended. Ms. Weitzman seconded. The motion carried 6-0.
Mr. Gerlach noted that the minutes of February 22 also referenced Chairman Davis rather than Chairman
Gerlach in several places and needed to be corrected. Ms. Weitzman made a motion to approve the

1

minutes of the February 22, 2021 supplementary meeting as amended. Ms. Moss seconded. The motion
carried 6-0.
DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS
Chairman Gerlach asked if any Board member had engaged in any ex parte communication on any item
before the Board. No Board members had any ex parte communication to report.
DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Chairman Gerlach asked if any Board member had a conflict of interest for any item before the Board. Ms.
Moss noted that she had conducted research on the property at 103 Caroline Street in the past, but that
it would not impact her ability to objectively evaluate the application.
CONSENT AGENDA
A. COA 2021-10 – 907 Caroline Street Suite D – Sign Installation
Ms. Weitzman made a motion to approve the consent agenda as submitted. Mr. Whitman seconded. The
motion carried 6-0.
PUBLIC HEARING
New Applications
A. COA 2021-11 – 103 Caroline Street – Chris and Jordan Hinkebein request approval to construct a
two-story addition on the south side of this single-family residence.
Bob Steele, the project architect, was present to represent the application. There were no public
comments.
Mr. Steele noted that a number of different additions had been constructed at this residence in the
past and it was difficult to determine when each was made. He said the owners would prefer the sixover-six light pattern on the new windows and that the existing windows are all newer
replacements. He noted that they would match the existing ogee gutters and downspouts on the
new addition.
Ms. Moss noted that the replacement windows could still be considered historic. She said that
either window pattern would be appropriate, but noted that thicker muntins might stand out. She
asked Mr. Steele to clarify if the window in the bathroom would be frosted and for details on the
carport columns. Mr. Steele said an interior storm window with frosted finish would be used and
that the columns would be square, clad columns.
Ms. Ross said she thought the six-over-six window pattern was appropriate, but noted that the
siding profile or other details could differentiate the new addition. She complimented the design of
the open carport.
Ms. Weitzman said she was initially concerned about the size of the addition, but the elevation
views show little alteration and the new forms are clearly subordinate to the original residence. She
also noted that the modern materials, including fiber cement siding and the windows, will clearly
differentiate themselves from the historic.
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Mr. Whitman complimented the application and said he was in support of the six-over-six windows
and the ogee gutters.
Ms. Irvin noted that the massing was sensitive to the original structure and well-designed. She noted
that the new metal roof should be field-crimped and that the shutters should include operable
hardware.
Chairman Gerlach said he was in agreement with the rest of the Board and that the fiber cement
siding, massing, and new six-over-six windows would clearly differentiate the new construction. He
recommended that the owners consider pervious paving, rain barrels, or other methodologies to
combat additional runoff from the new construction. He also noted that larger windows could be
used on the rear elevation if desired, as this was not within the Board’s purview.
The application will be included on the March 22, 2021 meeting agenda for action.
B. COA 2021-12 – 101 Pitt Street – Thomas Wack requests to make alterations to this single-family
residence including removing a non-original chimney and enclosing a courtyard between the house
and garage.
Charles Aquino, the project architect, was present to represent the application.
All Board members spoke in support of the application and noted that it meets the standards and
guidelines for the Historic District. The application will be included on the March 22, 2021 meeting
agenda for action.
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT
The Historic Fredericksburg Foundation, Inc. submitted comments to note that the organization had no
concerns with the applications submitted.
OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business to discuss.
STAFF UPDATE
Ms. Schwartz provided a brief update on projects in progress. The draft Historic District Handbook would
be provided to the Board for review in April, the Historic Preservation Plan was scheduled for initiation by
the City Council on March 23, and the archaeology ordinance was scheduled for Planning Commission
review in March.
ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REPORTS
Ms. Moss noted that UMW’s historic preservation lecture series included a lecture by preservation
specialist Dan Becker on March 11 at 5:30 p.m. Board members asked Ms. Schwartz to provide a link if
available.
ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Gerlach adjourned the meeting at 7:50 p.m.
_______________________________________
Jonathan Gerlach, Chair
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Minutes
Architectural Review Board
March 22, 2021
Electronic Meeting
Members Present
Jonathan Gerlach, Chair
Karen Irvin, Vice Chair
Adriana Moss
Helen P. Ross
Sabina Weitzman
James Whitman

Members Absent

Staff
Kate Schwartz

Chairman Gerlach called the Architectural Review Board meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
OPENING REMARKS
Chairman Gerlach stated that the meeting was being held electronically through the “GoTo Meeting”
application, pursuant to City Council Ordinance 20-05, An Ordinance to Address Continuity of City
Government during the Pendency of a Pandemic Disaster. The members participating were Jonathan
Gerlach, Karen Irvin, Adriana Moss, Helen P. Ross, Sabina Weitzman, and James Whitman. Members of
the public have been invited to access this meeting by public access television Cox Channel 84, Verizon
Channel 42, online at www.regionalwebtv.com, or on Facebook Live at www.facebook.com/FXBGgov.
Chairman Gerlach determined that a quorum of 6 members was present, and asked if public notice
requirements had been met. Ms. Schwartz confirmed that they had.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Ms. Moss made a motion to approve the agenda as submitted. Ms. Weitzman seconded. The motion
carried 6-0.
DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS
Chairman Gerlach asked if any Board member had engaged in any ex parte communication on any item
before the Board. No Board members had any ex parte communication to report.
DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Chairman Gerlach asked if any Board member had a conflict of interest for any item before the Board. No
Board members had a conflict to report.
PUBLIC HEARING
Continued Applications
A. COA 2021-11 – 103 Caroline Street – Chris and Jordan Hinkebein request approval to construct a
two-story addition on the south side of this single-family residence.
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The applicant, Chris Hinkebein, was present in addition to Bob Steele, the project architect. Mr.
Steele noted that several suggestions from the ARB had been incorporated into the revised design
drawings.
There were no public comments.
Ms. Weitzman complimented the excellent mitigation of a large addition. She provided a friendly
recommendation to consider mitigation measures for the impact of large windows and bird strikes
at the new large windows on the rear elevation.
Ms. Ross, Mr. Whitman, Ms. Moss, Ms. Irvin, and Chairman Gerlach all noted support for the project
in accordance with the revisions and said that it was in accordance with the district standards.
Ms. Weitzman made a motion to approve the application in accordance with the revised drawings
dated March 17, 2021 and with the following conditions:
1. The manufacturer details of the new windows must be verified by the Historic Resources
Planner prior to issuance of a building permit to ensure that the materials and details are in
accordance with the Historic District Window Policy.
2. All siding, trim, and shutters must be constructed of wood or wood composite with a
smooth, paintable finish.
3. The location and style of gutters and downspouts must be verified by the Historic Resources
Planner prior to installation.
4. The standing seam metal roofing must be field-crimped.
5. The shutters must include operable hardware.
6. Monitoring for archaeological resources during land disturbance is recommended.
Ms. Irvin seconded. The motion carried 6-0.
B. COA 2021-12 – 101 Pitt Street – Thomas Wack requests to make alterations to this single-family
residence including removing a non-original chimney and enclosing a courtyard between the house
and garage.
Charles Aquino, the project architect, was present to represent the application. There were no public
comments.
All Board members said they were in support of the application and that it met the standards and
guidelines for the District. Ms. Moss made a motion to approve the application as submitted. Ms.
Weitzman seconded. The motion carried 6-0.
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no public comment.
OTHER BUSINESS
A. Transmittal of Comprehensive Plan Amendments revising Chapter 8: Historic Preservation
Ms. Schwartz noted that this was a transmittal of the draft amendments in preparation for formal
consideration in April. Chairman Gerlach said the draft plan was a vast improvement over the previous
version and represented a comprehensive approach. He said he was looking forward to further
discussion with the Board.
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B. Transmittal of revised Historic District Handbook draft
Ms. Schwartz said this was a transmittal of the draft for preliminary review and that a public hearing
by the ARB would be scheduled in April. Chairman Gerlach also noted his support for the revision and
said this would help those navigating the ARB process.
STAFF UPDATE
Ms. Schwartz discussed returning to a hybrid in-person and electronic meeting format in April and Board
members said they were in support.
ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Gerlach adjourned the meeting at 7:30 p.m.

_______________________________________
Jonathan Gerlach, Chair
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Minutes
Architectural Review Board
April 12, 2021
Electronic Meeting and Council Chambers
Members Present
Jonathan Gerlach, Chair
Karen Irvin, Vice Chair
Adriana Moss
Helen P. Ross
James Whitman

Members Absent
Sabina Weitzman

Staff
Kate Schwartz

Chairman Gerlach called the Architectural Review Board meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
OPENING REMARKS
Chairman Gerlach stated that the meeting was being held both in-person and electronically through the
“GoTo Meeting” application, pursuant to City Council Ordinance 20-05, An Ordinance to Address
Continuity of City Government during the Pendency of a Pandemic Disaster. The members participating
were Jonathan Gerlach, Karen Irvin, Adriana Moss, Helen P. Ross, and James Whitman. Members of the
public have been invited to access this meeting by public access television Cox Channel 84, Verizon
Channel 42, online at www.regionalwebtv.com, or on Facebook Live at www.facebook.com/FXBGgov.
Chairman Gerlach determined that a quorum of 5 members was present, and asked if public notice
requirements had been met. Ms. Schwartz confirmed that they had.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Mr. Whitman made a motion to approve the agenda as submitted. Ms. Ross seconded. The motion carried
5-0.
DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS
Chairman Gerlach asked if any Board member had engaged in any ex parte communication on any item
before the Board. Ms. Ross said she had spoken with the property owners at 1320 Caroline Street when
visiting the site, but did not discuss the specifics of the application.
DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Chairman Gerlach asked if any Board member had a conflict of interest for any item before the Board.
Chairman Gerlach said that he represented clients of the applicant for COA 2021-23 at 1015 Prince Edward
Street and would not participate in the consent agenda as a result.
CONSENT AGENDA
A. COA 2021-13 – 1011 Caroline Street – Sign Installation
B. COA 2021-14 – 502B Sophia Street – Sign Installation
C. COA 2021-15 – 301 Charles Street – Fence Installation
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D. COA 2021-20 – 820 Caroline Street – Sign Installation
E. COA 2021-21 – 130 Caroline Street – Fence Installation
F. COA 2021-22 – 1320 Caroline Street – Fence Installation
G. COA 2021-23 – 1015 Prince Edward Street – Fence Installation
H. COA 2021-24 – 530 Princess Anne Street – Sign Installation
Ms. Moss made a motion to approve the consent agenda as submitted. Mr. Whitman seconded. The
motion carried 4-0-1 with Chairman Gerlach abstaining.
PUBLIC HEARING
New Applications
A. COA 2021-16 – 922-924 Caroline Street – James Newton requests to remove the molded cornice
from the façade of this commercial building due to its deteriorated condition.
The applicant was present. Mr. Newton shared his family history with the building and said that two
early buildings had been combined to make the present space. He said the Rite Aid renovation in the
1970s was not compatible with the district and that the cosmetic molding pieces do not have artistic
or architectural integrity. He said removing the trim would bring the building more in line with
neighboring buildings.
Gretchen Pendleton, on behalf of the Historic Fredericksburg Foundation, Inc., submitted public
comment supporting removal of the Colonial Revival features of the building.
Ms. Ross discussed the history of the property with Mr. Newton and confirmed that no photos from
before the building’s conversion to the Peoples Drug Store had been found. Chairman Gerlach asked
several clarifying questions about the scope of work and confirmed that if removed, the wall would
be repaired. Mr. Newton stated that he had received a number of quotes for the work and that it
would be very expensive to repair the cornice.
Mr. Whitman said that he was sympathetic to the high cost and would support removing the cornice
on condition that the wall was repaired.
Ms. Ross noted that the current façade dates to 1973 when the early ARB was attempting to make
the building more compatible with the district. Removal of the cornice would not fully restore the
building or match the appearance of the building at street level and would signal that something
was missing. She said she was inclined toward the staff recommendation for retaining the cornice.
Ms. Irvin said she agreed with the staff recommendation, noting that the building has gone through
many changes, but that it isn’t appropriate or good preservation practice to selectively choose which
features and styles to keep.
Ms. Moss said she understood the financial burden, but that the Colonial Revival style was a distinct
movement in the city. Either the building should be fully restored to the earlier Modern appearance,
or it should be maintained in its current design. Chairman Gerlach agreed and said that while the
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cornice is not original, its removal does not restore the building. He noted that the 1970s elements
would likely not hold up well and said he supported eventual restoration of the Modern façade.
The application will be included on the April 26, 2021 meeting agenda for action.
B. COA 2021-17 – 401 Hanover Street – Anna Mitsis-Mozena requests to replace the porch decking on
the front and side porches at this commercial property with new IPE wood decking.
The applicant was not present. There was no public comment.
Ms. Ross asked staff to confirm that the existing wood trim on the sides of the porch would be
repaired in kind. Ms. Irvin asked how the Ipe decking would be finished. Ms. Schwartz said she
would work with the applicant to answer these questions prior to the April 28 meeting.
Board members noted that the proposal appeared to meet the district guidelines, though the
applicant would need to provide answers to the Board’s questions. The application will be included
on the April 26, 2021 meeting agenda for action.
C. COA 2021-18 – 200 Hanover Street – JFH Fredericksburg III, LLC requests to make alterations to the
exterior of this commercial building including replacing two exterior doors, reconfiguring a rear
courtyard entry, and installing exterior lighting.
The property owner, James Jarrell IV, was present. There was no public comment.
Ms. Irvin asked if the door designs would match the specifications or the elevations. Mr. Jarrell said
the cut sheets provided are accurate.
Ms. Ross asked for additional detail on the use of the wall washers. Mr. Jarrell explained that they
were structural due to a bow in the rear brick wall. Ms. Ross also asked Mr. Jarrell to consider
alternatives to wood for the rooftop equipment screen. Mr. Jarrell said they were trying to avoid the
additional weight of metal, but were open to suggestions.
All Board members said they were generally in support of the application and that it met the
standards for the district. The application will be included on the April 26, 2021 meeting agenda for
action.
D. COA 2021-19 – 1305 Sophia Street – James E. Jarrell IV requests to make alterations to this singlefamily residence as a component of a larger repair and rehabilitation project including
reconfiguration of the front entry porch, replacing gutters and downspouts, alteration to window
and door openings on the side porch, and replacing shutters.
The applicant was present as well as Gibson Worsham, the project architect. Mr. Worsham said that
investigation of the entry portico showed that the columns were not original, but were salvaged
from another historic property, and that the door and other mismatched elements were installed in
the last 30 years or so. This project is an attempt to create a design that is appropriate to the house
and the district.
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Gretchen Pendleton, on behalf of Historic Fredericksburg Foundation, Inc., submitted comment
opposing the alterations to the residence’s original historic elements.
Mr. Whitman said he was in support of the application as submitted.
Ms. Ross asked several clarifying questions regarding the Asher Benjamin panel used for inspiration,
the molding details, and the gutter profiles and measurements. Ms. Ross asked if the extended brick
stoop would match the brick bond of the existing. Mr. Worsham said the entire stoop would be
redone after establishing a foundation for the columns, but that the brick bond would be recreated.
Ms. Irvin said that the proposed changes appear to be appropriate to the house. She asked for
additional specifications on the porch door and main entry door. Mr. Jarrell confirmed that the
porch door would not be a Dutch door. Ms. Irvin also clarified details of the trim profiles with Mr.
Worsham.
Ms. Moss said she appreciated the salvage and reuse of existing materials and said the changes
appeared to be compatible with the house and in line with the standards and guidelines. Chairman
Gerlach agreed and noted that the applicant should include any exterior lighting with the application
if proposed. Mr. Jarrell asked if a minor alteration to the roof proposal could be incorporated into
the application. Ms. Schwartz said she would transmit the details to the Board for consideration.
The application will be included on the April 26, 2021 meeting agenda for action.
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no general public comment.
OTHER BUSINESS
A. Discussion of Historic District Handbook Draft
Chairman Gerlach said that the new handbook was much improved and noted that creation of the
document included input from the preservation community, the development community, and many
other stakeholders. Ms. Irvin agreed and said that this will make it easier for the public and for the
Board in understanding and communicating the district requirements. Ms. Ross and Ms. Moss each
offered a handful of specific comments or clarifications and said they would send those to Ms.
Schwartz by email. Ms. Schwartz asked that Board members submit any comments by April 26 so that
the updated draft could be distributed prior to the May public hearing.
B. Discussion of Preservation Plan Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Chairman Gerlach said this was a great improvement and recommended that the ARB pass a
resolution in support. Ms. Irvin and Ms. Ross agreed. Ms. Irvin made a motion stating that the ARB
has reviewed the draft preservation plan as an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and
recommends approval to the Planning Commission and City Council. Ms. Moss seconded. The motion
carried 5-0.
STAFF UPDATE
Ms. Schwartz noted that the archaeology ordinance was on the City Council agenda for April 13 and that
the preservation plan was on the Planning Commission agenda for April 14.
4

ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REPORTS
There were no announcements or reports.
ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Gerlach adjourned the meeting at 8:31 p.m.
_______________________________________
Jonathan Gerlach, Chair
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Minutes
Architectural Review Board
April 26, 2021
Electronic Meeting
Members Present
Jonathan Gerlach, Chair
Karen Irvin, Vice Chair
Adriana Moss
Helen P. Ross
Sabina Weitzman
James Whitman (arrived 7:04 p.m.)

Members Absent

Staff
Kate Schwartz

Chairman Gerlach called the Architectural Review Board meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
OPENING REMARKS
Chairman Gerlach stated that the meeting was being held electronically through the “GoTo Meeting”
application, pursuant to City Council Ordinance 20-05, An Ordinance to Address Continuity of City
Government during the Pendency of a Pandemic Disaster. The members participating were Jonathan
Gerlach, Karen Irvin, Adriana Moss, Helen P. Ross, Sabina Weitzman, and James Whitman. Members of
the public have been invited to access this meeting by public access television Cox Channel 84, Verizon
Channel 42, online at www.regionalwebtv.com, or on Facebook Live at www.facebook.com/FXBGgov.
Chairman Gerlach determined that a quorum of 5 members was present, and asked if public notice
requirements had been met. Ms. Schwartz confirmed that they had.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Ms. Weitzman made a motion to approve the agenda as submitted. Ms. Moss seconded. The motion
carried 5-0.
Mr. Whitman arrived at 7:04 p.m.
DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS
Chairman Gerlach asked if any Board member had engaged in any ex parte communication on any item
before the Board. No Board members had any ex parte communication to report.
DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Chairman Gerlach asked if any Board member had a conflict of interest for any item before the Board. Ms.
Weitzman noted that she had a conflict for COA 2021-17 at 401 Hanover Street and had submitted the
form to Ms. Schwartz.
PUBLIC HEARING
Continued Applications
A. COA 2021-16 – 922-924 Caroline Street – James Newton requests to remove the molded cornice
from the façade of this commercial building due to its deteriorated condition.
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The applicant was present. Mr. Newton stated that the trim was not historically significant and that
its removal would make his building more compatible with neighboring buildings. He said the cost of
repairing the trim would prevent him from being able to spend money on or improve the interior.
There was no public comment.
Chairman Gerlach noted that an ARB denial of the request to remove the cornice would not
mandate the owner to restore it to the 1973 appearance. It would only require Mr. Newton to
maintain the trim that still remains on the building.
Ms. Ross said she understood Mr. Newton’s challenges and noted that his family had cared for the
building for a long time, but she was in support of repairing the trim that is still in place. Ms.
Weitzman agreed and noted that part of the ARB’s responsibility is to ensure that buildings can
continue to tell their stories over time. She said she was in favor of retaining the trim unless a full
effort is made to restore the building to a previous point in history. She also noted that the quotes
the applicant has received to work on the façade seem exorbitant given that contractors work on
downtown facades regularly. She made a friendly recommendation to seek additional estimates.
Mr. Whitman said he disagreed and that this is an undue hardship on the applicant. He said he was
in support of the removal.
Ms. Irvin and Ms. Moss said they understood the hardship, but that removal of the cornice without
restoration of the façade was not appropriate. Chairman Gerlach said that the Colonial Revival
elements should be addressed together as they do have some significance. He said he was in
support of repairing the remaining elements.
Mr. Whitman made a motion to approve the removal of the cornice. Chairman Gerlach seconded.
The motion failed on a 1-5 vote, with Ms. Ross, Ms. Weitzman, Ms. Irvin, Ms. Moss, and Chairman
Gerlach against.
Ms. Weitzman made a motion to deny the request to remove the cornice because it does not meet
the standards and guidelines for the district, as outlined by staff. Ms. Moss seconded. The motion
carried 5-1 with Mr. Whitman against.
B. COA 2021-17 – 401 Hanover Street – Anna Mitsis-Mozena requests to replace the porch decking on
the front and side porches at this commercial property with new IPE wood decking.
The applicant was present. There was no public comment.
Ms. Ross thanked the applicant for the additional information submitted regarding in-kind repairs to
the porches and use of oil as the finishing treatment for the Ipe. All Board members said they were in
support of the application and that it met the standards and guidelines for the district.
Ms. Ross made a motion to approve the application as submitted. Ms. Moss seconded. The motion
carried 5-0-1, with Ms. Weitzman abstaining.
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C. COA 2021-18 – 200 Hanover Street – JFH Fredericksburg III, LLC requests to make alterations to the
exterior of this commercial building including replacing two exterior doors, reconfiguring a rear
courtyard entry, and installing exterior lighting.
The applicant was not present. There were no public comments.
Ms. Moss made a motion to approve the application with two conditions as recommended by staff:
the new fiberglass doors will have a smooth, painted finish and option 1 would be selected for the
lighting fixtures. Ms. Weitzman seconded. The motion carried 6-0.
D. COA 2021-19 – 1305 Sophia Street – James E. Jarrell IV requests to make alterations to this singlefamily residence as a component of a larger repair and rehabilitation project including
reconfiguration of the front entry porch, replacing gutters and downspouts, alteration to window
and door openings on the side porch, and replacing shutters.
The applicant was not present. There were no public comments.
Ms. Schwartz noted that one update had been made from the previous meeting. The applicant
requested that standing-seam metal roofing be approved as an option to replace all asphalt shingle
roofing. Board members said they were in support of this option.
Ms. Ross made a motion to approve the application as submitted with the option to use standingseam metal on all roof surfaces, with the exception of the portico, and on condition that the metal
roofing would have seams mechanically crimped on site. Ms. Weitzman seconded. The motion
carried 6-0.
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no public comment.
OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business.
STAFF UPDATE
Ms. Schwartz reported that the City Council is expected to make an appointment to the vacant ARB seat
at its next meeting. The City Council will take action on the archaeology ordinance at the same meeting.
The preservation plan is still under consideration by the Planning Commission and will be on its next
meeting agenda. Additionally, the revised historic district design guidelines will be brought to the ARB at
a public hearing in May.
ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Gerlach adjourned the meeting at 7:59 p.m.

_______________________________________
Jonathan Gerlach, Chair
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Minutes
Architectural Review Board
May 10, 2021
Electronic Meeting and Council Chambers
Members Present
Jonathan Gerlach, Chair
Karen Irvin, Vice Chair
Laura Galke
Adriana Moss
Sabina Weitzman
James Whitman

Members Absent
Helen P. Ross

Staff
Kate Schwartz

Chairman Gerlach called the Architectural Review Board meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
OPENING REMARKS
Chairman Gerlach stated that the meeting was being held both in-person and electronically through the
“GoTo Meeting” application, pursuant to City Council Ordinance 20-05, An Ordinance to Address
Continuity of City Government during the Pendency of a Pandemic Disaster. The members participating
were Jonathan Gerlach, Karen Irvin, Adriana Moss, Sabina Weitzman, and James Whitman. Members of
the public have been invited to access this meeting by public access television Cox Channel 84, Verizon
Channel 42, online at www.regionalwebtv.com, or on Facebook Live at www.facebook.com/FXBGgov.
Chairman Gerlach determined that a quorum of 6 members was present, and asked if public notice
requirements had been met. Ms. Schwartz confirmed that they had.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Ms. Weitzman made a motion to approve the agenda as written. Ms. Irvin seconded. The motion carried
6-0.
DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS
Chairman Gerlach asked if any Board member had engaged in any ex parte communication on any item
before the Board. No Board member had any ex parte communication to report.
DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Chairman Gerlach asked if any Board member had a conflict of interest for any item before the Board.
Chairman Gerlach said that he had provided legal services to the applicant for COA 2021-29 at 905 Princess
Anne Street and would not participate in the discussion or voting on that item.
CONSENT AGENDA
A. COA 2021-26 – 702 Princess Anne Street – Sign Installation
B. COA 2021-27 – 709 Caroline Street – Sign Installation
C. COA 2021-28 – 312 William Street – Sign Installation
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D. COA 2021-31 – 101 William Street – Sign Installation
Ms. Galke made a motion to approve the consent agenda as submitted. Ms. Irvin seconded. The motion
carried 6-0.
PUBLIC HEARING
New Applications
A. COA 2021-25 – 217 Princess Anne Street – Joseph Caliri requests to install a gazebo structure in the
rear yard of this single-family residence.
The applicant was present. There was no public comment.
Ms. Irvin clarified the exact location of the structure with the applicant. All Board members spoke in
support of the application. Chairman Gerlach said he believed it met the standards and guidelines
for the district.
The application will be included on the May 24, 2021 meeting agenda for action.
B. COA 2021-29 – 905 Princess Anne Street – St. George’s Episcopal Church requests to replace two
doors on the ground level of the George Street elevation to provide ADA accessible entry.
Project architect Stephen Koenig was present to represent the project along with Terry Dorn from
St. George’s Episcopal Church. Mr. Koenig stated that the Church is focused on creating accessibility
for all while respecting the historic features of the property. They will only be replacing the obsolete
doors and not touching any other elements. They attempted to choose simple elements to
complement the surrounding architecture.
There were no public comments.
Ms. Moss confirmed that no tinting or film would be applied to the glazing on the new doors. Ms.
Weitzman said she appreciated the challenge of making this important building accessible and found
the application to be a simple and elegant solution. Mr. Whitman, Ms. Galke, Ms. Irvin, and
Chairman Gerlach spoke in support of the application.
The application will be included on the May 24, 2021 meeting agenda for action.
C. COA 2021-30 – 520-530 Mia Street – Steve DeFalco requests to modify the design of the rooftop loft
areas on the six rear townhouse units at this new residential development.
The applicant was present along with the project architect, Lee Shadbolt. Mr. Shadbolt said they had
received feedback from potential buyers after the first row of townhomes was constructed and
hoped to provide views of downtown by reorienting the rooftops of the rear townhomes. He said
the overall roof coverage was not being increased from the approved design, that they would
delineate the upper area through a change in materials, and that the end units would remain the
same.
There was no public comment.
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Ms. Irvin noted that the ARB had been through many work sessions on the scale and mass of the
original project and said she needed to see more street views to understand the change. She
recommended shifting the loft space on fewer units to reduce the impact. Mr. Shadbolt said that the
front row of townhomes blocks much of the view of the rear units. Ms Irvin suggested moving the
loft space only on the center units of this row of townhomes.
Ms. Moss agreed and said that the view of the second unit in from the end gives too much of an
appearance of a four-story building. She said she was primarily concerned with unit nine. Ms. Galke
said she agreed with the comments made by Ms. Irvin and Ms. Moss.
Ms. Weitzman discussed the use of lapped siding on the rear of the units under construction and
noted the impact of the change in material. She said she was in support of Ms. Irvin’s suggestion as a
way to relieve the perception of this construction as a four-story building. She suggested altering
two units rather than four. Chairman Gerlach agreed.
Mr. DeFalco said he agreed with the Board’s desire to avoid a four-story appearance from Sophia
Street. He recommended that ARB members visit the site as views of the rear building are very
limited from the surrounding streets. Chairman Gerlach confirmed that only views from ground level
in public rights-of-way are within the ARB’s purview. Mr. Shadbolt said they would provide
additional views and photographs for the next meeting, and would also consider design options to
address the ARB’s concerns.
The application will be included on the May 24, 2021 meeting agenda for action.
D. COA 2021-32 – 401 Princess Anne Street – John Janney requests approval of mechanical equipment
screening on the roof this mixed-use building and to retain vents installed on the side elevations.
The applicant was present. Mr. Janney said the change to the vents had been made due to safety
concerns. He said they did a clean cut to avoid damage to the brickwork and that the vent covers
were being painted to match the walls.
Gretchen Pendleton, on behalf of Historic Fredericksburg Foundation, Inc. submitted comment
recommending denial of the application.
Ms. Irvin said she would have preferred that the applicant consider alternatives prior to doing the
work. She said she was concerned about reversing the change causing further damage to the
brickwork. She recommended reducing the spacing on the horizontal bars for the mechanical
screening. Better screening would be provided with four to five inches between the rails rather than
seven inches.
Mr. Whitman said he agreed with the applicant’s safety concerns and was in support of the
application.
Ms. Moss said she also would have preferred an exploration of alternatives, but believed removal of
the vents now could result in more damage. She said she agreed with Ms. Irvin’s suggestion on the
change in the screening. Ms. Galke agreed and said she supported the application and the project
overall.
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Ms. Weitzman noted that the vent covers could be more visible once the building is uniformly
painted. She said she preferred the larger spacing on the screening and thought the darker color and
distance would reduce visibility. Board members discussed adding one or two more rails only and
adjusting the spacing rather than adding many more rails. Mr. Janney said they could accommodate
this.
Chairman Gerlach said he was disappointed in the installation of the vents and asked if this would
impact the eligibility of the project for historic tax credits. Mr. Janney said they believed it would be
approved.
The application will be included on the May 24, 2021 meeting agenda for action.
E. Historic District Design Guidelines Update – The City of Fredericksburg proposes to amend the
design guidelines for the Old and Historic Fredericksburg District, which are used to interpret and
apply the standards in City Code §72-23.1 Historic District - certificates of appropriateness. This
update is a complete revision of the existing Historic District Handbook.
Ms. Schwartz represented the application. There was no public comment.
Chairman Gerlach said he was pleased with the document and with the process to create it. He
confirmed with staff that the online version of the document would include both internal links and
links to outside resources. Ms. Irvin said she agreed and that this would move the ARB forward and
assist in the review process.
Ms. Moss said she was glad to hear that the online version would be interactive. Ms Galke said that
it was a very accessible document.
Ms. Weitzman complimented the use of images and said she looked forward to using this as a tool.
She confirmed that printed version of the guidelines would still be available.
Chairman Gerlach said he was in support of the change to split the regulatory content and more
educational elements in order to condense the document and ensure that people could find what
they needed quickly. He said this update moves the ARB forward in ensuring a humane, just, fair,
and transparent process for all.
The application will be included on the May 24, 2021 meeting agenda for action.
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no general public comment.
OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business to discuss.
STAFF UPDATE
Ms. Schwartz shared the new brochures on the Historic District that were created with UMW Historic
Preservation students. She said these would be available to the public and mailed to new property owners
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in the district. She also noted that Planning Commission consideration of the preservation plan was
continuing and would be included on the next agenda.
ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REPORTS
Chairman Gerlach welcomed new member Laura Galke to the ARB. He also noted that the archaeology
ordinance had been fully approved and would take effect starting July 1.
Ms. Moss shared information about the Vernacular Architecture Forum which would be held online at the
end of May. Ms. Schwartz confirmed that this would meet the CLG training requirement for ARB members.
Board members also discussed an upcoming webinar to be held by the National Alliance of Preservation
Commissions, which would also meet training requirements.
ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Gerlach adjourned the meeting at 8:36 p.m.

_______________________________________
Jonathan Gerlach, Chair
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Minutes
Architectural Review Board
May 24, 2021
Electronic Meeting
Members Present
Karen Irvin, Vice Chair
Laura Galke
Adriana Moss
Helen P. Ross
Sabina Weitzman

Members Absent
Jonathan Gerlach, Chair
James Whitman

Staff
Kate Schwartz

Vice Chair Irvin called the Architectural Review Board meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
OPENING REMARKS
Vice Chair Irvin stated that the meeting was being held electronically through the “GoTo Meeting”
application, pursuant to City Council Ordinance 20-05, An Ordinance to Address Continuity of City
Government during the Pendency of a Pandemic Disaster. The members participating were Karen Irvin,
Laura Galke, Adriana Moss, Helen P. Ross, and Sabina Weitzman. Members of the public have been invited
to access this meeting by public access television Cox Channel 84, Verizon Channel 42, online at
www.regionalwebtv.com, or on Facebook Live at www.facebook.com/FXBGgov.
Vice Chair Irvin determined that a quorum of 5 members was present, and asked if public notice
requirements had been met. Ms. Schwartz confirmed that they had.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Ms. Galke made a motion to approve the agenda as written. Ms. Weitzman seconded. The motion carried
5-0.
DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS
Vice Chair Irvin asked if any Board member had engaged in any ex parte communication on any item
before the Board. No Board members had any ex parte communication to report.
DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Vice Chair Irvin asked if any Board member had a conflict of interest for any item before the Board. No
Board member had a conflict to report.
PUBLIC HEARING
Continued Applications
A. COA 2021-25 – 217 Princess Anne Street – Joseph Caliri requests to install a gazebo structure in the
rear yard of this single-family residence.
The applicant was present. There were no public comments.
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All Board members said they were in support of the application. Ms. Ross made a motion to approve
the application as submitted. Ms. Weitzman seconded. The motion carried 5-0.
B. COA 2021-29 – 905 Princess Anne Street – St. George’s Episcopal Church requests to replace two
doors on the ground level of the George Street elevation to provide ADA accessible entry.
Project architect Stephen Koenig was present to represent the application along with Terry Dorn
from St. George’s Episcopal Church. There were no public comments.
All Board members spoke in support of the application and said that either hardware finish
proposed would be appropriate for use. Ms. Moss made a motion to approve the application as
submitted with the option to use either a black or dull brass finish for the door hardware. Ms. Galke
seconded. The motion carried 5-0.
C. COA 2021-30 – 520-530 Mia Street – Steve DeFalco requests to modify the design of the rooftop loft
areas on the six rear townhouse units at this new residential development.
The applicant was present along with project architect Lee Shadbolt. Mr. DeFalco said he
appreciated the feedback from the ARB and hoped that the revised design addressed the concerns
and achieved useful space for the residents.
There were no public comments.
Ms. Ross said she had no concerns with the revised design. Ms. Weitzman said she appreciated the
applicant addressing the ARB’s concerns. Ms. Galke, Ms. Moss, and Ms. Irvin said they were in
support of the revised design and felt it resulted in a stronger project that was aligned with the
previous approval and the standards and guidelines for the district.
Ms. Moss made a motion to approve the application in accordance with the revised drawings dated
May 14, 2021. Ms. Ross seconded. The motion carried 5-0.
D. COA 2021-32 – 401 Princess Anne Street – John Janney requests approval of mechanical equipment
screening on the roof this mixed-use building and to retain vents installed on the side elevations.
The applicant was present. There were no public comments.
All Board members said they were in support of the application with the amended conditions
recommended by staff.
Ms. Weitzman made a motion to approve the application on condition that, if historic tax credits are
used for the project, the Virginia Department of Historic Resources also approves the alteration and
that one or two additional rails are added to the rooftop equipment screening and the spacing is
adjusted to be even. Ms. Galke seconded. The motion carried 5-0.
E. Historic District Design Guidelines Update – The City of Fredericksburg proposes to amend the
design guidelines for the Old and Historic Fredericksburg District, which are used to interpret and
apply the standards in City Code §72-23.1 Historic District - certificates of appropriateness. This
update is a complete revision of the existing Historic District Handbook.
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Ms. Schwartz represented the application. There were no public comments.
All Board members spoke in support of the revised guidelines and said they looked forward to using
it to assist in reviewing applications. Ms. Ross made a motion to recommend approval of the Historic
District Design Guidelines to the City Council. Ms. Weitzman seconded. The motion carried 5-0.
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no public comment.
OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business.
STAFF UPDATE
Ms. Schwartz reported that the preservation plan and the design guidelines would be on the City Council’s
agenda for consideration at a work session on June 8 and on the regular agenda on June 22.
ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REPORTS
Ms. Weitzman provided feedback on the webinar recently held by the National Alliance of Preservation
Commissions on outreach strategies for historic preservation commissions. The Board agreed to include
a discussion of the webinar on the June 14 meeting agenda.
ADJOURNMENT
Vice Chair Irvin adjourned the meeting at 7:38 p.m.

_______________________________________
Jonathan Gerlach, Chair
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2021-33
COA #___________

City of Fredericksburg Architectural Review Board
Record of Administrative Review
Prepared By: Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner
GPIN #: ______________________
FEE PAID ✔
DATE OF APPLICATION: _____________________
May 20, 2021
7789-13-3612
ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ____________________________________________________________________
417 Wolfe Street
APPLICANT NAME: ________________________________________________________________________
Gary Brent, MG Permits
Property Owner

Business Owner

✔ Architect/Contractor

Other ______________

PROJECT TYPE:
✔ Sign(s)

Fence/Wall

Minor Exterior Alteration _________________________________

Temporary Emergency Stabilization
Correction ordered by the Building Code Official
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
Complete supporting documentation received?

✔ YES

NO

The applicant proposes to install one building-mounted sign and one vinyl door decal for a new bank in a
tenant space within this commercial building. The building-mounted sign will be centered over the three
windows on the Wolfe Street elevation and will be 23.5 feet long by 2.5 feet tall. Dimensional letters will be
mounted on an aluminum panel with lighting behind the letters to illuminate them with a halo effect. A vinyl
decal, 12.25 inches tall by 16 inches wide, will be attached to the lower glass panel of the entry door. The
door decal is exempt from the total sign allowance and the building-mounted sign accounts for 58.75
square feet of the 60 square feet permitted for this space. The signs are compatible with the character of
the site and the district and meet the requirements of the City Code. Approval as submitted is
recommended.

RECOMMENDED ARB ACTION:
____________________________________________________________________________________________
Approval of the certificate of appropriateness for the request as submitted.
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________
ARB Meeting Date: _____________________
June 14, 2021

Kathryn S. Schwartz

___________________________________________________
Zoning Administrator

______________________
June 9, 2021
Date
Form created 06/21/2019

2021-33
COA #___________

PROPERTY INFORMATION:
Construction Date: ___________________
Architectural Style: _______________________________________
Art Deco elements
c.1926
Character-Defining Features: ___________________________________________________________________
concrete block construction with brick veneer, flat roof and brick parapet,
___________________________________________________________________________________________
multi-light casement windows and transoms, brick detailing
Yes
Contributing to National Register Historic District? _________________________________________________
Signs in 2013, 2009, and 2002; Alterations including an addition,
Previous Alterations/ARB Approvals: ____________________________________________________________
some replacement windows, and landscaping boxes in 2000
___________________________________________________________________________________________
Potentially constructed as part of the W.H. Peden Pickle Works factory
Additional Notes: ____________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________
APPROVAL CRITERIA
Criteria for evaluating proposed changes are found in City Code § 72-23.1(B)2 and are based on the United States
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. The subject application does or does not meet the criteria
as follows:

S

D

NA

S – satisfies

D – does not satisfy

NA – not applicable

✔

(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.

✔

(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.

✔

(3) Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use.
Changes that create a false sense of historical development or that have no historical
basis shall be discouraged.

✔

(4) Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance
in their own right should be retained and preserved. Restoration of original features may
be permitted when substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.

(5) Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which characterize a
building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity.

✔

✔

(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. Where severity
of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match
the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials.
Replacement of missing features should be substantiated by documentary, physical, or
pictorial evidence.
Form created 06/21/2019

2021-33
COA #___________

✔

✔

(7) The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken using the gentlest means possible.
Sandblasting and other chemical or physical cleaning methods that cause damage to
historic building materials shall not be undertaken.

(8) Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve archaeological resources
affected by or adjacent to any project.

✔

(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.

✔

(10) New additions, alterations, and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken
in such a manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the
historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.

Applicable Guidelines from the Historic District Handbook:
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) The sign
shall be integrated architecturally with the building.
(b) Placement should not obscure significant architectural features or details of the building.
(c) 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.
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.

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED:

✔ Photographs of existing conditions
Context photographs

✔ General site plan and/or site survey
Product/material specifications for proposed replacement/repair
Elevation drawings

✔ Architectural or design detail drawings
Other
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Title: 417 Wolfe Street
DISCLAIMER:All information depicted on this map shall be treated as confidential information and shall only be used for the sole purpose for which it was provided.
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2021-36
COA #___________

City of Fredericksburg Architectural Review Board
Record of Administrative Review
Prepared By: Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner
GPIN #: ______________________
FEE PAID ✔
DATE OF APPLICATION: _____________________
June 2, 2021
7789-05-5848
ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ____________________________________________________________________
307 Lewis Street
APPLICANT NAME: ________________________________________________________________________
Betsy Sale, Garden Works & Design
Property Owner

Business Owner

✔ Architect/Contractor

Other ______________

PROJECT TYPE:
Sign(s)

✔ Fence/Wall

Minor Exterior Alteration _________________________________

Temporary Emergency Stabilization
Correction ordered by the Building Code Official
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
Complete supporting documentation received?

✔ YES

NO

The applicant proposes to remove the existing wood fence and construct a new fence on the property
lines adjacent to Lewis and Charles Streets. The fence will be composed of a series of square brick piers
with corbelled caps, four feet in height. Sections of open metal fencing, 42 inches in height will span the
brick piers surrounding the two sides of the property. A decorative metal gate will be located between two
brick piers aligning with the walkway to the front entry door. This is proposed as an arched gate, six feet in
height, but will need to be reduced to no more than 48 inches in height in accordance with the City Code.
With the reduction in height of the entry gate, approval of the fence is recommended.

RECOMMENDED ARB ACTION:
____________________________________________________________________________________________
Approval of the certificate of appropriateness on condition that the entry gate is reduced to a maximum
of 48 inches in height.
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________
ARB Meeting Date: _____________________
June 14, 2021

Kathryn S. Schwartz

___________________________________________________
Zoning Administrator

______________________
June 9, 2021
Date
Form created 06/21/2019

2021-36
COA #___________

PROPERTY INFORMATION:
Construction Date: ___________________
Architectural Style: _______________________________________
Federal
1815
Character-Defining Features: ___________________________________________________________________
Flemish bond brick construction; four chimneys with corbelled caps; front___________________________________________________________________________________________
gabled portico with Corinthian columns and decorative frieze; 9/1 wood, double-hung, sash windows
Yes
Contributing to National Register Historic District? _________________________________________________
Replacement of porch decking/steps in 2013; porch alterations in
Previous Alterations/ARB Approvals: ____________________________________________________________
2014; extensive repair/rehabilitation underway for a number of years
___________________________________________________________________________________________
This residence is the Jane Beale House
Additional Notes: ____________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________
APPROVAL CRITERIA
Criteria for evaluating proposed changes are found in City Code § 72-23.1(B)2 and are based on the United States
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. The subject application does or does not meet the criteria
as follows:

S

D

NA

S – satisfies

D – does not satisfy

NA – not applicable

✔

(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.

✔

(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.

✔

(3) Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use.
Changes that create a false sense of historical development or that have no historical
basis shall be discouraged.

✔

(4) Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance
in their own right should be retained and preserved. Restoration of original features may
be permitted when substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.

(5) Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which characterize a
building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity.

✔

✔

(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. Where severity
of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match
the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials.
Replacement of missing features should be substantiated by documentary, physical, or
pictorial evidence.
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2021-36
COA #___________

✔

✔

(7) The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken using the gentlest means possible.
Sandblasting and other chemical or physical cleaning methods that cause damage to
historic building materials shall not be undertaken.

(8) Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve archaeological resources
affected by or adjacent to any project.

✔

(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.

✔

(10) New additions, alterations, and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken
in such a manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the
historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.

Applicable Guidelines from the Historic District Handbook:
Site Planning - Fences and Walls (Historic District Handbook, pg. 72)
Construction Guidelines
1. Fence and wall materials and design should relate to those found in the neighborhood. Chain-link fences are generally not recommended.
2. Old fencing should be removed before a new fence is installed.

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED:
Photographs of existing conditions
Context photographs

✔ General site plan and/or site survey
Product/material specifications for proposed replacement/repair
Elevation drawings

✔ Architectural or design detail drawings
Other
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2021-37
COA #___________

City of Fredericksburg Architectural Review Board
Record of Administrative Review
Prepared By: Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner
GPIN #: ______________________
FEE PAID ✔
DATE OF APPLICATION: _____________________
June 2, 2021
7789-32-2091
ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ____________________________________________________________________
115 Caroline Street
APPLICANT NAME: ________________________________________________________________________
Betsy Sale, Garden Works & Design
Property Owner

Business Owner

✔ Architect/Contractor

Other ______________

PROJECT TYPE:
Sign(s)

✔ Fence/Wall

Minor Exterior Alteration _________________________________

Temporary Emergency Stabilization
Correction ordered by the Building Code Official
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
Complete supporting documentation received?

✔ YES

NO

The applicant proposes to replace a section of wood picket fencing at the southeast corner of the rear
yard. The existing fence steps down in height along the south side property line and at the rear of the
property. The applicant proposes to replace the shorter fencing with new wood picket fencing in the same
style that is five feet in height to match the existing taller sections. The finished side of the existing fence
faces in to the property's yard. As the fence is not clearly visible from the public right-of-way, it is
recommended that the new fencing match the orientation of the existing in order to be consistent. The
fencing is appropriate for use on this property and meets all the requirements of the City Code and the
Historic District standards. Approval of the fencing as submitted is recommended.

RECOMMENDED ARB ACTION:
____________________________________________________________________________________________
Approval of the certificate of appropriateness for the request as submitted.
____________________________________________________________________________________________
Painting or staining the wood fencing once weathered sufficiently is recommended to slow deterioration.
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________
ARB Meeting Date: _____________________
June 14, 2021

Kathryn S. Schwartz

___________________________________________________
Zoning Administrator

______________________
June 9, 2021
Date
Form created 06/21/2019

2021-37
COA #___________

PROPERTY INFORMATION:
Construction Date: ___________________
Architectural Style: _______________________________________
Queen Anne
c.1880
Character-Defining Features: ___________________________________________________________________
Heavy, molded cornice; diamond shingles in gable end; full-width, hip-roof
___________________________________________________________________________________________
porch with turned posts and balustrade; 2/2 double-hung wood sash windows with molded surrounds
Yes
Contributing to National Register Historic District? _________________________________________________
Fencing in 2021; rear porch enclosed in 2017; rear addition
Previous Alterations/ARB Approvals: ____________________________________________________________
constructed in 2007; standing-seam metal on porch roof in 2007
___________________________________________________________________________________________

Additional Notes: ____________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
APPROVAL CRITERIA
Criteria for evaluating proposed changes are found in City Code § 72-23.1(B)2 and are based on the United States
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. The subject application does or does not meet the criteria
as follows:

S

D

NA

S – satisfies

D – does not satisfy

NA – not applicable

✔

(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.

✔

(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.

✔

(3) Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use.
Changes that create a false sense of historical development or that have no historical
basis shall be discouraged.

✔

(4) Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance
in their own right should be retained and preserved. Restoration of original features may
be permitted when substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.

(5) Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which characterize a
building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity.

✔

✔

(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. Where severity
of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match
the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials.
Replacement of missing features should be substantiated by documentary, physical, or
pictorial evidence.
Form created 06/21/2019

2021-37
COA #___________

✔

✔

(7) The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken using the gentlest means possible.
Sandblasting and other chemical or physical cleaning methods that cause damage to
historic building materials shall not be undertaken.

(8) Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve archaeological resources
affected by or adjacent to any project.

✔

(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.

✔

(10) New additions, alterations, and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken
in such a manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the
historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.

Applicable Guidelines from the Historic District Handbook:
Site Planning - Fences and Walls (Historic District Handbook, pg. 72)
Construction Guidelines
1. Fence and wall materials and design should relate to those found in the neighborhood. Chain-link fences are generally not recommended.
2. Old fencing should be removed before a new fence is installed.

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED:

✔ Photographs of existing conditions
Context photographs

✔ General site plan and/or site survey

✔ Product/material specifications for proposed replacement/repair
Elevation drawings
Architectural or design detail drawings
Other
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City of Fredericksburg.
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Fencing to be replaced with taller fence (5 feet) in the same style and material

Very low fencing in the rear yard is a particular concern for the property owner. All new fencing to be
five feet in height in the same picket style to match the existing. Fencing is not visible from the public
right-of-way.
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD
Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner
June 9, 2021 (for the June 14, 2021 meeting)
Certificate of Appropriateness for accessory structure at
813 Sophia Street

ISSUE
The Fredericksburg Center for the Creative Arts requests to install a “Little Art Gallery” accessory
structure in the garden area on the north side of the building.
RECOMMENDATION
Approval of the certificate of appropriateness for the request on condition that the overall height of the
structure is limited to five feet from grade. The applicant is advised to monitor for archaeological
resources during excavation for the post and notify the Historic Resources Planner of any findings.
A vote on the application cannot occur until June 28, 2021 due to the required procedures for electronic
meetings.
APPLICABLE HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES
City Code §72-23.1(D)2
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.
DISCUSSION
The Silversmith House was constructed c.1785 in the Federal style. The one-and-one-half story, woodframed building rests on a raised English basement constructed of sandstone blocks. Originally
constructed to face north, the building has been reoriented with the primary entrance on the gabled
end facing Sophia Street. Clad in beaded weatherboard siding, the building includes a box cornice,
molded bargeboards, and an exterior end chimney on the east side with stone base, Flemish bond brick
stacks, double parapeted shoulders, and a corbeled cap. Three gabled dormers line each roof slope and
double-hung wood sash windows are typical. The primary entrance is a six-panel door centered on the
west elevation. This is a contributing structure in Fredericksburg’s Historic District.
The applicant proposes to install a miniature art gallery structure in the garden area on the north side of
the museum building. A small wood box, constructed to mimic the appearance of the house on the
property, will stand on a wood post. The box will be approximately 10 inches tall by 10 inches wide by
20 inches in length. The post will be mounted into concrete in the ground and will be located in the
flower bed immediately adjacent to the north side elevation. In accordance with the standards for
freestanding signs, the overall height of the structure and post should be five feet or less.
1
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The proposed installation is minimal and easily reversible, and will not have an adverse impact on the
character of the site or the district. Additionally, the Historic Fredericksburg Foundation, Inc. has
reviewed the proposal in accordance with a private preservation easement on the property and has
submitted a letter of support. With the height limited as stated, approval of the application 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
(1) Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a
property by requiring minimal alteration of the building, structure, or
X
site and its environment, or by using a property for its originally intended
purposes.
(2) The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure,
or site and its environment shall not be destroyed. The removal or
X
alteration of any historical material or distinctive architectural features
should be avoided when possible.
(3) All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their
X
own time. Alterations that have no basis and which seek to create an
earlier appearance shall be discouraged.
(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
X
environment. These changes may have acquired significance in their own
right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected.
(5) Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which
X
characterize a building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity.
(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,
X
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.
(7) The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest
X
means possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will
damage the historic building materials shall not be undertaken.
(8) Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve
X
archaeological resources affected by or adjacent to any project.
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X

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.
(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. Location diagram
3. Design drawing
4. HFFI letter of support
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AERIAL

VIEW FACING EAST FROM SOPHIA STREET
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Gallery Location
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Dimensions: 10" x 10" x 20"
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD
Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner
June 9, 2021 (for the June 14, 2021 meeting)
Certificate of Appropriateness for alteration and addition at
202 Frederick Street

ISSUE
Steve and Carole duBois request to construct a one-story addition at the rear of this single-family
residence, construct a trash enclosure, and construct retaining walls.
RECOMMENDATION
Approval of the certificate of appropriateness for the request on condition that the new windows will
have simulated divided lites with spacers between the glass panes. Where excavation is required, the
applicant is advised to monitor for archaeological resources and notify the Historic Resources Planner of
any findings.
A vote on the application cannot occur until June 28, 2021 due to the required procedures for electronic
meetings.
APPLICABLE HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES
Building Massing – Additions (Historic District Handbook, pg. 76)
1. Before a building is enlarged, the needed functions an addition is meant to address should be
evaluated to see if they can be accommodated within the existing structure.
2. An addition, when needed, should not visually overpower the existing structure.
3. Locate additions on the rear or side (secondary) elevations. If an additional floor is to be
constructed on top of a building, it should be set back from the main facade to minimize its
visual impact.
4. To avoid compromising the integrity of historic buildings, additions should not be made to look
older than they are. New construction should be differentiated from the old while still being
compatible with the massing, scale, and architectural features of the original building. Replicas
only confuse the importance of the original architecture.
5. Additions should be constructed so as not to impair the essential form and integrity of the
original building.
DISCUSSION
This residence was constructed c.1903 and is vernacular in style with elements of the Colonial Revival
and Craftsman styles. Two stories in height and topped by a side-gabled roof clad in standing seam
metal, the wood-framed dwelling is clad in weatherboard. A full-width, one-story, hip-roofed porch
spans the first floor. Battered wood posts on brick piers support the partial entablature, and a metal
balustrade surrounds the sides of the porch. Two-over-two, double-hung, wood, sash windows are
typical and a single-leaf, paneled, wood door opens into the right side of the façade. An addition under a
1
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crossing gable extends to the rear. An interior end brick chimney is located on the east side of the
building. The dwelling was previously clad in a brick veneer that was applied in the mid-20th century.
Removal of the veneer in 2019 revealed original wood siding. This is a contributing structure in the
Historic District.
The applicants propose to construct a one-story addition extending from the rear elevation of the
residence. The addition will extend for 55 feet behind the main structure and will be topped by a frontfacing gabled roof. On one side, the new walls will align with the west side elevation of the structure. A
porch extending the full length of the west side elevation of the new portion will project and will be
sheltered by a shed roof supported by boxed columns. On the east side, the majority of the side
elevation of the new portion will be set in two feet from the original residence, but a portion will be
bumped out to align with the original residence. A screened-in porch will be inset into the rear of the
new addition. The entire addition will be constructed on a concrete slab foundation.
The addition will be clad in composite siding with a smooth, painted finish with all trim, including porch
paneling, sills, and box columns, constructed of a composite meeting the same conditions. The roof will
be clad in standing-seam metal and the rear gable end and inset gables above the side elevations will be
clad in cedar shake shingles. All new exterior doors and windows will be clad wood windows. The
double-hung sash windows will have a two-over-two lite pattern with simulated divided lites. Fixed
windows on the east side and the new doors will not include divided lites. The simulated divided lites of
the new windows should include spacer bars within the glass.
Minor modifications will be made to the existing residence to accommodate the new construction. The
roof above the existing rear one-story section is hipped, but will be altered to a shed roof to ensure
proper drainage at the new roof junction. One window on the existing rear elevation will be relocated to
the new east side elevation and the non-historic rear door will not be reused. Two heat pump units will
be placed on the new roof, but will be screened and will not be clearly visible.
The driveway will also be regraded and will result in repair or replacement of the concrete block
retaining wall at the west side of the driveway. The pier foundation of the house may also need to be
repaired or supplemented with additional piers during the course of the work; however, it is obscured
behind an existing paneling system. A new retaining wall clad in brick veneer will be constructed at the
top of the regraded driveway and will include an incorporated trash enclosure with paired wood doors.
A painted metal guardrail, similar in style to the front porch railing, will be installed on top of the wall.
In general, the layout of the site limits the visibility of the proposed alterations. The new addition
features simple detailing that corresponds to the character of the original residence and is clearly
subordinate in design. The proposed alterations are compatible with the character of the residence and
the district and approval is recommended.
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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
(1) Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a
property by requiring minimal alteration of the building, structure, or
X
site and its environment, or by using a property for its originally intended
purposes.
(2) The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure,
or site and its environment shall not be destroyed. The removal or
X
alteration of any historical material or distinctive architectural features
should be avoided when possible.
(3) All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their
X
own time. Alterations that have no basis and which seek to create an
earlier appearance shall be discouraged.
(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
X
environment. These changes may have acquired significance in their own
right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected.
(5) Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which
X
characterize a building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity.
(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,
X
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.
(7) The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest
X
means possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will
damage the historic building materials shall not be undertaken.
(8) Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve
X
archaeological resources affected by or adjacent to any project.
(9) Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties
shall not be discouraged when such alterations and additions do not
X
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.
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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. Project description and photographs
3. Design drawings

4

COA 2021-35

AERIAL

FRONT (NORTH) ELEVATION
5

Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

418 Bunker Hill Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401
540-445-1637
melissa@mtc-architect.com
www.mtc-architect.com

Application for Certificate of Approval
Date:

May 21, 2021

RE:

One-story Addition
202 Frederick Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401
R-4 / Historic District - Zoning

Existing structure summary
The existing two-story residence previously came before the ARB for approval to remove
brick veneer which encapsulated the existing wood lap siding. Since receiving approval
for removal of the brick veneer, the exterior and interior has been restored and the
property is now occupied.
This application is in regards to a proposed one-story addition at the rear of the structure.
The structure first appears on the 1907 Sanborn Fire insurance maps. The existing
structure is a two-story balloon framed residence with a standing seam roof, 2 over 2
double hung wood windows and wood lap siding. The residence is on brick masonry piers
and the crawl space was created with a wood panel system enclosure system to provide
proper structure conditioning. The front one-story porch has tapered wood box columns
on brick piers with painted metal guardrails and handrails.
There are existing retaining walls on the left and right-side property lines. The existing
structure is approximately 3’-0” from the left property line. The two existing heat pump
units are approximately 3’-0” from the left property line at the rear of the structure. A
survey plat from 2/2020 has been provided as part of this application for reference.
General Summary of Work
The proposed structure is a one-story addition on a concrete slab with a colonnade /
covered porch along the right side for the length of the addition. The exterior walls are at
9’-0” with a 6/12 roof pitch in an effort keep the scale of the addition within the overall
scale of the existing structure. The addition is primarily located directly behind the existing
two-story structure which will minimize public view from the street, sidewalk and city
property from across the street.
The new addition will be no more than 3’-0” from the left property line at the Owner’s
Bath / WIC building bump. The majority of the addition is 5’-0” or more from the left
property line.

duBois – Certificate of Approval
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Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

418 Bunker Hill Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401
540-445-1637
melissa@mtc-architect.com
www.mtc-architect.com

General Summary of Work (cont.)
All new exterior windows and doors will be wood clad. The operable windows will be a
double hung style with 2 over 2 divided lite to match the existing windows. The new fixed
windows on the left side elevation and the new glass doors will not have divided lite.
All siding, trim boards, sills, screened porch paneling and box columns will be of a
composite material in a smooth painted finish. A cedar shake style siding will be applied
to gable end elevations. The roof material will be a standing seam metal roof to match the
existing structure.
Modifications to Existing Structure
The window at the rear of the existing structure will be relocated to the left side elevation
at the new Laundry room. The door at the rear of the existing structure is not of historic
significance and will be not be reused.
The roof over the existing Mudroom is a shallow hip roof over a single story. This roof will
need to be modified to a single slope shed roof due to the proposed roof at the new
colonnade / covered porch. The existing wall height and roof pitch will remain the same.
Two existing heat pump units will be relocated to the roof over the new laundry area. The
units will be placed on a curb and be screened from the neighboring property. The units
will not project above the ridge of the roof.
The proposed work also includes regrading of the driveway to reduce its current steep
slope. In order to achieve this, the retaining wall on the right property line (along the
driveway) will need to be repaired or replaced to support the new grade between the
driveway and the adjacent properties. Any existing fencing along the proposed retaining
wall will be repaired or replaced in coordination with the affected property owners.
It is anticipated the brick masonry piers at the existing structure will need to be either
underpinned or supplemented with new support piers when regrading of the driveway.
The existing piers are currently enclosed by a paneling system. The existing system will
be modified or replaced in kind to extend to the new driveway grade level as required per
the final grade.
An additional retaining wall will also be required at the top of the regraded driveway. This
retaining wall wrapped in brick veneer is being incorporated into a refuse enclosure to
open to above with wood swinging doors. The enclosure height would be approximately
48” tall from the driveway grade level. A metal guardrail will be installed at on top of the
rear of the enclosure / retaining wall 36” from grade for safety due to the enclosure being
open to below. The metal guardrail will be similar in style to that of the existing guardrail
on the front porch.
duBois – Certificate of Approval
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Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

418 Bunker Hill Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401
540-445-1637
melissa@mtc-architect.com
www.mtc-architect.com

Front– At Left Side (Frederick Street – View from City lot)
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Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

418 Bunker Hill Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401
540-445-1637
melissa@mtc-architect.com
www.mtc-architect.com

Front – At Right Side (Frederick Street – View from sidewalk)
duBois – Certificate of Approval
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Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

418 Bunker Hill Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401
540-445-1637
melissa@mtc-architect.com
www.mtc-architect.com

Right Property line retaining wall
duBois – Certificate of Approval
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Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

418 Bunker Hill Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401
540-445-1637
melissa@mtc-architect.com
www.mtc-architect.com

Left Side – At top of existing driveway
Please let me know if you require any additional information regarding the application for
this project.

Sincerely,

Melissa T. Colombo
Architect, NCARB AIA

duBois – Certificate of Approval
202 Frederick Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

Page 6

418 Bunker Hill Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401
540-445-1637
mtcolombo@gmail.com
www.mtc-architect.com

Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

202 Frederick Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

duBois Renovation / Addition

418 Bunker Hill Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401
540-445-1637
mtcolombo@gmail.com
www.mtc-architect.com

Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

202 Frederick Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

duBois Renovation / Addition

418 Bunker Hill Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401
540-445-1637
mtcolombo@gmail.com
www.mtc-architect.com

Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

202 Frederick Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

duBois Renovation / Addition

418 Bunker Hill Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401
540-445-1637
mtcolombo@gmail.com
www.mtc-architect.com

Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

202 Frederick Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

duBois Renovation / Addition

418 Bunker Hill Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401
540-445-1637
mtcolombo@gmail.com
www.mtc-architect.com

Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

202 Frederick Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

duBois Renovation / Addition

418 Bunker Hill Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401
540-445-1637
mtcolombo@gmail.com
www.mtc-architect.com

Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

202 Frederick Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

duBois Renovation / Addition

418 Bunker Hill Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401
540-445-1637
mtcolombo@gmail.com
www.mtc-architect.com

Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

202 Frederick Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

duBois Renovation / Addition

418 Bunker Hill Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401
540-445-1637
mtcolombo@gmail.com
www.mtc-architect.com

Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

202 Frederick Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

duBois Renovation / Addition

418 Bunker Hill Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401
540-445-1637
mtcolombo@gmail.com
www.mtc-architect.com

Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

202 Frederick Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

duBois Renovation / Addition

April 26, 2021
Mr. David James
Historic Fredericksburg Foundation, Inc.
1200 Caroline St.
Fredericksburg, VA 22401-3702
RE: HFFI Engagement Observations
Dear David and members of the HFFI Board of Directors:
It has been a pleasure to meet and work with you and other passionate members of
Fredericksburg’s preservation community. As outlined in our agreement, this letter presents
my observations and recommendations.
To recap, I was retained to:
review background information to gain an understanding of the City of Fredericksburg’s
historic preservation program, as well as the community’s preservation dynamic;
review Design Guidelines draft, Historic Handbook draft, and Preservation Plan draft that is
replacing the City Comprehensive Plan Chapter 8 as amended; and
provide a speciﬁc assessment of the Design Guidelines draft and more broadly the City of
Fredericksburg’s preservation program within which it will be used.
Disclaimer: My expert opinion is derived from forty-four years of continuing education and
experience in the ﬁelds of architectural design, historic preservation, non-proﬁt management
and land use planning. I am not a licensed architect, engineer or attorney, and any opinions
expressed here are my own and are not oﬀered as practice in these professions. Before acting
on any of my recommendations, you should obtain advice from professionals licensed in
Virginia. Most particularly, the City Attorney should be consulted regarding City procedures.
I began my work with a review of state statutes for preservation and readily available materials
on the City website and as provided by HFFI, including the comprehensive plan, preservation
plan(s), preservation ordinance, commission organization and bylaws, process materials like
application forms, current guidelines, etc., ARB agenda packets including staﬀ reports for
agenda items, and meeting minutes. A 1.5 hour virtual meeting with your selected participants
provided me with additional understanding of local issues and concerns through a Strengths,
Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) discussion framework.
This letter of evaluation consolidates my high-level impressions, observations, and
recommendations. Complementary to it are mark-ups of the numerous documents I reviewed,
which contain more detailed information speciﬁc to that topic. As I have read through these
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documents, I have highlighted much of the preservation speciﬁc language simply to note that
it is there. I have added commentary where I’ve seen ﬁt, for things that are to be applauded,
things that might be missing, ideas to consider, etc. The mark-ups can be downloaded from
this Dropbox link: https://www.dropbox.com/sh/1xeomsjh1hc8qq9/
AAC3iytfmjQd613pPhdsgMZqa?dl=0
Role Clarity
Role clarity is critical for eﬀective community partnerships. The following brief notes undergird
my view of the relationship between a municipality and a historic preservation non-proﬁt
advocacy group.
City: The City is responsible for the formal identiﬁcation and protection of the cultural
resources of Fredericksburg through policy and regulatory frameworks. The City’s
preservation education activities are best directed toward informing citizens about
preservation regulatory procedures and celebrating the wealth of Fredericksburg’s
identiﬁed resources.
HFFI: The non-proﬁt organization’s role is to demonstrate a constituency among the
citizenry supporting the development of robust policies and regulations that eﬀectively
protect cultural resources, and to demonstrate how a strong preservation program can
advance multiple goals and objectives of the community beyond a simplistic view of
“saving the old stuﬀ” for its own sake. The slice of budgetary pie that the City allocates to
preservation is a small portion of the total
needs that elected oﬃcials must navigate.
Showing how preservation can positively
leverage other goals and objectives in the
community can provide a rational
justiﬁcation for the allocation of additional
scarce resources to the preservation
program, and increase the size of the slice
of preservation pie. HFFI can demonstrate
that preservation is a beneﬁcial investment
with a positive return on the dollar; it is
something more than a program cost.
City Policies & Planning Documents
My overall impression is that Fredericksburg has some of the most impressive and extensive
policy language in support of historic preservation that I have seen for any municipal
government. It is exceptional. From the vision statement where preservation is one of only
eight priority visions, to the integration of historic preservation language throughout the
comprehensive plan, there is a consistent recognition of preservation’s value to advancing
many areas of city governance. The status reporting is intentional, thorough, and speaks of a
strong ethic of accountability in the organization.
I get the sense from our dialog and my review that there is some frustration with the actual
execution and follow-though on all of this strong policy language. However, my brief
engagement is a snapshot in time, and I cannot judge if this frustration is the result of a few
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instances of problems (the demolitions, permit issues, demo by neglect concerns) but that
overall, people generally feel the preservation program is performing well on their behalf; or,
whether these instances are a symptom of a larger issue of not "walking the talk" in a very
broad way throughout many aspects of the City organization.
From a theoretical aspect, and you may already be doing these things, to me the substantive
action for resolving these issues is to start the conversation with that policy language in every
single interaction with an issue. The City Council has adopted these strong policies for historic
preservation in multiple documents, reinforcing the holistic importance of preservation to the
city’s present and future fortunes. It is the Administration’s responsibility to ensure that the the
breadth of the organization is carrying out the adopted policies of the City Council. Where that
falls short, it is the City Manager’s job to ensure that department heads and the line staﬀ are
reinforcing these policies and executing them to the standard that the documents express:
near perfection…it is that important to the City of Fredericksburg — that preservation not be “a
thing we do because we have to,” but because it is in fact central to much of what the city does
on behalf of its citizens in realizing its vision. So it’s not a bad place to start any dialog with City
Council members, the City Manager, department heads, and staﬀ by reminding them of the
adopted policies that are being short-changed in a particular instance. You have great policy to
lean on; hammer it home. If you are not aware of William (Bill) Schmickle’s trilogy of books on
local preservation politics, I highly recommend them to you. Trained as a political scientist, he
is very insightful, and the books are easily-digestible quick reads.
I want to highlight the importance of an action plan matrix to the draft Chapter 8 preservation
plan, which I don’t see in the draft. Plans are useless without a ﬁrm commitment to
implementation. There is a lot of great policy, goals, and intentions in the draft, but what
speciﬁcally is going to be done to achieve those things? Who will lead them and be
accountable? Who are the catalytic partners key to the eﬀort? What is the partners’ buy-in?
What is the speciﬁc timeframe for these actions? I will say that the vague timelines that are in
all the current action plan matrices do allow some wiggle room. On the other hand, the twoyear cycle of reviewing progress on council priorities puts some backbone into the action plan
items, so on the whole, it appears that methodology is working for the City. But I would urge
that the action plan matrix be included in the plan adoption, and not left for later. Otherwise,
you don’t really know what you are getting in the way of commitment.
Documents reviewed in this area were:
Fredericksburg City Council 2036 Vision Statement
Final Report: Progress and Action on City Council Priorities 2018 - 2020 (Phase Two)
Comprehensive Plan
— Action Plan (implementation matrix) in Appendix B
Area 7 Plan
Chapter 8 Preservation Plan Update
— Action Plan (implementation matrix)?
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Economic Development
Innumerable studies conducted nationwide continue to demonstrate that preservation makes
good economic development policy, including focused studies in Virginia for heritage tourism
and rehabilitation tax credit performance that can be located with an internet search. While
not a priority of my review, my impression is that the City’s economic development policies and
priorities are not as supportive of the preservation vision as they could be; they still have the
appearance of traditional business and industrial recruitment. Preservation-related initiatives
are well down the economic priority lists outlined in various documents. Sponsorship of a
broad preservation economic impact study focused on Fredericksburg (not just tourism and tax
credits, but assessing overall economic activity generated by preservation activities) would be
expected to provide important empirical data to support greater investment in preservation
funding, ﬁnancial tools, and incentives.
Given that the Main Street America program was birthed by the National Trust for Historic
Preservation and naturally has a strong focus on historic preservation design among its Four
Points for Community Transformation Strategies (Design, Organization, Economic Vitality, and
Promotion), I ﬁnd it surprising that the Main Street Fredericksburg web site contains literally
no speciﬁc content regarding the importance of historic preservation to Downtown. I would
expect that HFFI and Main Street Fredericksburg would be strong collaborators for
preservation, leveraging each other’s programs to create synergy greater than each alone.
Two important resources for preservation economics are worth exploring—
Joe Minicozzi, Urban3: Joe Minicozzi’s presentations available on YouTube regarding zoning
and economic development are eye-opening for land valuation relative to the property tax
base. Big Box development does not provide the return that the small footprint buildings of
downtown do, and do so much more eﬃciently for the City’s investment in infrastructure.
https://www.youtube.com/results?search_query=joe+minicozzi
National Trust for Historic Preservation’s Research & Policy Lab: The overall thrust of the
Comprehensive Plan’s Economic Development Strategic Plan is still largely oriented toward
new development. There is not much here in the way of incentivizing local small businesses
in historic structures. The National Trust’s "Older, Smaller, Better" report provides
impressive evidence for the economic eﬃcacy of smaller buildings hosting local businesses.
There are additional excellent research reports on the page linked above.
State Statutes & City Ordinances
The bulk of my comments in this area are contained in the mark-ups. Documents reviewed
include:
VA statute 15.2-2306
Virginia Existing Building Code, Chapter 9, Historic Buildings (reviewed but not marked-up;
not included in downloadable package of mark-ups): This is an important resource that aids
practical rehabilitation of historic buildings while ensuring that life safety remains
paramount. I could not determine from my review whether the Building Oﬃcial is taking
full advantage of the principles outlined in this chapter.
10-51 et sec. Architectural Review Board
66-171 Historic Areas and Resources
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66-191 et sec. Infrastructure Improvements on City Property in Historic District
72-23 Design Review
— Inordinate Hardship: I want to call out this speciﬁc area of concern. The ordinance does
not contain any guidance as to what evidence the ARB requires in order to make its
determination “…that rehabilitation of the building or structure is impractical.” It is
critical that such evidentiary requirements be deﬁned. While North Carolina statutes do
not include a provision for economic hardship relative to the issuance of Certiﬁcates of
Appropriateness, it does include safeguards for economic hardship in its demolition by
neglect authority. The resources outlined in the DBN discussion immediately below
provide an example of such an evidentiary list in the City of Raleigh’s DBN ordinance.
72-34 Overlay Zoning Districts
— Demolition by Neglect: During our discussions, there was a desire expressed that
programs should be available to provide gap ﬁnancing, incentives, and other assistance
to prevent the demolition by neglect of historic resources. That is always the preferable
approach. However, in the event of an uncooperative owner, it is sometimes necessary
to apply a regulatory procedure to resolving the issue. Raleigh implemented the ﬁrst
such DBN ordinance in North Carolina after DBN authority was added to the state’s
preservation statutes. Two items are included in the downloadable mark-up package:
the ﬁrst is an article I authored for the National Alliance of Preservation Commissions’
publication The Alliance Review (TAR). The end of the article includes a link to the City’s
DBN ordinance, which includes the economic hardship procedures. (Recognize that this
is a “big city” program and the ordinance procedures are likely more complex than what
would be designed for Fredericksburg.) The second is a slide deck for a presentation
prepared for the 2018 Minnesota Statewide Preservation Conference that is more
focused on the critical principles and practical procedures of running a DBN program.
You won’t get the voice-over and stories, but you can at least review the main points.
Ease of Use
A key standard I used in reviewing the City preservation program and the Historic Handbook
and Design Guidelines was ease of use for everyone—city staﬀ, property owners and
applicants, designers and builders, etc.
City Preservation Program
The number of design review cases in an active program like Fredericksburg is a high workload
for a staﬀ of one preservation specialist in a small planning department, especially where they
are also involved in city-wide planning activities (which is a good thing!). My suggestions in this
area are intended to eliminate or reduce low-value “rote-work” in order to free-up limited
resources for other activities that will have greater impact in advancing important preservation
goals. Substantive professional preservation work is always more satisfying than the extensive
administrative and due process work that is required in shepherding quasi-judicial design
review cases. Improvements in the ease and speed for citizens to navigate the COA process will
yield greater satisfaction with the program among the public. It is your greatest “public
relations” tool.
Web Site: Recognizing that every web site content management system has its strengths
and weaknesses (mostly the latter in my experience), it is very diﬃcult to ﬁnd preservation
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information on the City web site. Information is split into diﬀerent places, including a
buried Feature Links > History Corner > Historic District page that can only be accessed
through a web search. The primary historic district page requires the viewer to read
through text to ﬁnd links to important and necessary forms and information required to
obtain COAs. To aid public “self-service,” I would rethink the structure of this page, and add
quick links to the left-hand navigation column for important things like the COA form,
meeting schedule, etc.
Eﬀective Deployment of Limited Resources: Due process and documentation requirements
for conducting quasi-judicial public hearings are extremely resource intensive. The more
COAs that can be issued administratively without the encumbrance of public hearing
requirements, the more that limited resources can be redirected to other tasks.
— Administrative Review List: As noted in the mark-ups, it appears that state statute
authorizes only the ARB to issue COAs. While that unfortunately provides some
limitation on how quickly you can process administrative review items, the timeframes
outlined in the ordinance could still be tightened up. It should take no more than 30
days to obtain an administrative COA. Strong consideration should be given to
expanding the list of staﬀ approval items dramatically. You have a very short list.
— Staﬀ report: There is a lot of information in the staﬀ reports that is not directly related
to the review of exterior changes and the application of the design guidelines to reach a
decision. For example, the extensive recitation of the building’s history, architectural
features, etc., is not really necessary. You do not have to prove that the building or
structure is worthy of design review on a case-by-case basis. That was determined at
the time of designation of the historic district, and it is now a simple fact that can be
stated: the building or structure is in the historic district and is thus regulated. I would
look at the staﬀ report content carefully and strip out all the information that is not
required for the purpose of determining whether a change meets the design guidelines.
Implementing a numbering system in the design guidelines for speciﬁc guidelines
would allow the report to reference simple guideline citations, eliminating the need to
repeat the text of the guideline in the staﬀ report. There are other reﬁnements that
could also be implemented.
— Activate duties of 10-52.B. (1) - (4): Reducing the number of cases that require the fullblown quasi-judicial review process and making the review more eﬃcient will allow
more time to be devoted to these important duties that are currently not receiving
much attention.
Quasi-judicial Design Review Procedures: The current practice of citing the staﬀ report in
making decisions, but not constructing and recording a speciﬁc motion for ﬁndings of fact
and conclusions of law fails to create a strong defensible record of the decision. Having
such speciﬁc motions is critical on appeal as they lay out the rationale for the decision to
the City Council and ultimately the courts. When the reasons for a decision are made
speciﬁc and transparent, the impetus for overturning an ARB decision is reduced.
— Staﬀ Reports: While generally the pieces necessary to fulﬁll the requirements for an
evidentiary record are included in the current staﬀ reports, the reconﬁguring of the
reports should structure them in a way that provides the ARB with the form of a motion
for ﬁndings of fact and conclusions of law. This will reduce confusion when the time
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comes for board members to place a motion on the ﬂoor; they will already have a draft
motion in front of them courtesy of the staﬀ report..
— Minutes/Record: While the staﬀ report does become part of the record, the minutes as
presently constructed are in my view inadequate to reﬂect the basis of the ARB’s
decision. They document what the decision was, but not the basis for that decision.
— See recent agendas and minutes from Raleigh to explore examples of staﬀ reports and
minutes working together to set the stage for the public hearing. The format of the
staﬀ reports is then transformed into the minutes (with the addition of the information
provided during the public hearing), creating an explicit documentation of the case
connecting evidentiary facts with the applicable design guidelines to reach conclusions
of law and a decision. The beauty of staﬀ reports constructed in this manner is that
often two-thirds of the meeting minutes are already prepared before the meeting; only
simple additions are necessary afterward to document the decision.
Historic Handbook & Design Guidelines
The focus of my review was primarily directed to the usability of the document for the
audiences it serves in the regulatory arena: city staﬀ, preservation board members, and
property owners and applicants. I did not look too closely at the technical content of the actual
guidelines. I have not been party to the public engagement that is needed to determine the
right spot for regulation on the continuum ranging from one pole of simplistic “make it look
pretty" to the other pole of sophisticated NPS pure museum perfection of preservation. Given
Fredericksburg’s long history and amazing resources, my sense is that Fredericksburg is higher
up the scale toward NPS than most places, especially in aspiration if not in execution. So
understand that I have not closely read the actual items of guidelines that would be used to
deﬁne whether a change is appropriate. I gave them a quick skim to get their tenor, but it was
not a close read.
The document contains a great deal of really helpful advisory content for owners and
practitioners that care to act as good stewards for the resources. As a guidelines document, I
judge it as average. The City Council Vision Statement says that Fredericksburg aspires to be “A
Proven Leader in Historic Preservation." I don’t think this document is quite that.
Details of my review are contained in the downloadable marked-up document package. Note
that where I saw typos and such, I highlighted them, but I was not proofreading the draft
document for publication.
Here are my general thoughts, in no particular order:
At 223 pages, it will be really long and intimidating to a member of the general public
seeing it for the ﬁrst time. It contains a lot of very useful, helpful information about
preservation practices, and historical interest, etc. that is not necessarily related to the
regulatory requirements of design review and standards to be followed. This is not unusual
in many guidelines documents; it’s pretty typical actually. But my somewhat contrarian
view is this:
— Keep it as short and concise as you possibly can. People are busy; they just want the
answer. They want to ﬁnd it easily and have it be clear. They don’t want to wade
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through a lot of cruft to ﬁnd what they need to do to get what they want to get from
the city: a COA.
— It’s primarily for design review. A lot of the educational material that doesn’t relate to
design can be provided through other mediums than through a design guidelines book.
Trying to stuﬀ everything you want to say into one document blurs the purpose of each
type of information. You lose focus and it sags into muddiness.
— the vast majority of work in the district is changes and additions to existing buildings. I
would move the chapters that relate to that in front of the new construction guidance.
Put the information that most people need most frequently toward the front; less
frequently used information by fewer people toward the back.
It’s very blurry as to what is trying to be helpful information and what is regulatory
requirement. In a quasi-judicial regulatory setting, you need to have clearly established
standards against which the proposal is being judged for conformance. The regulatory do’s
and don'ts in this document are inconsistently presented to some extent.
Part of the problem goes to the graphic design of the booklet. It is a ﬂat page of text
interspersed with photos and images placed in somewhat random locations, depending on
the space available surrounding the text and pagination. There is not a rigid page template
that provides a strong framework for the content, where you know that here is where you
ﬁnd helpful hints but that are not a requirement, and here are the things you really have to
meet in a regulatory fashion in order to get your COA. Raleigh’s design guidelines provide
an example.

A page template that provides a strong framework for the content
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Nothing is done graphically to distinguish between diﬀerent subsections other than to
capitalize a subheading. It would be helpful to have a hierarchy of graphical cues in the
page template that make clear when the content is shifting gears. The overall graphic
eﬀect of the booklet pages lacks boldness and diﬀerentiation. As a result, it comes across
as something to be waded through to ﬁnd what you need, not as a focused document
leading you to what you need.
Critically important, the regulatory do’s and don’ts need to have a consistent numerological
hierarchy so that they can be cited quickly, easily, and deﬁnitively as the basis for a
decision. Which goes to my next observation:
The guidelines are only a piece of the puzzle in program eﬀectiveness. I view these in the
framework of the city preservation program, where they interface with the code, the city
operating procedures for design review meetings and administrative review, etc. For the
guidelines to be their best, it's also important that they ﬁt into the system. My
recommendations for meeting procedures, staﬀ reports, and minutes can save time for staﬀ;
improve the public's experience of going through design review, the feeling of being treated
equitably, and understanding better what is going on during a meeting; and, create a more
defensible record should a case be appealed to City Council and the courts. Finally, a strong,
clear record can really help the City Council support the ARB's decisions.
Additional Services
If there is interest on the part of the City in exploring improvements to its preservation
program procedures and documents, I can work with staﬀ to provide speciﬁc
recommendations for process improvements, ordinance adjustments, etc. This is a focus area
of my training materials that can be brought to bear in working with city staﬀ and the
preservation commission to strengthen the eﬀectiveness of the program, both in structure and
in practice.
This concludes my letter form commentary. Please let me know when you would like to
schedule the ﬁnal deliverable of our engagement: an oral discussion of my work during a virtual
meeting. I suggest that the focus of this discussion be primarily to answer questions and
respond to the group's reactions to my recommendations, rather than a rehash of this letter.
You should allow suﬃcient time for persons to review the letter and complementary mark-ups
in setting a date.
Sincerely,
Dan Becker

