ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD
AGENDA
August 8, 2022
7:00 P.M.

Agenda
1. Call To Order
2. Determination Of A Quorum
3. Determination That Public Notice Requirements Have Been Met
4. Approval Of Agenda
5. Announcements And Reports
6. Review Of Minutes
6.I. September 27, 2021 - Supplementary Meeting
Documents:
6A 2021-09-27_ARBMINUTESDRAFT.PDF
6.II. October 11, 2021 - Public Hearing
Documents:
6B 2021-10-11 ARBMINUTES DRAFT.PDF
6.III. May 13, 2022 Draft Minutes
Documents:
6C 2022-06-13 ARBMINUTES DRAFT.PDF
7. Disclosure Of Ex Parte Communication
8. Disclosure Of Conflicts Of Interest
9. Consent Agenda
9.I. COA FY23-0002 - 1500 Washington Avenue - Minor Alterations

7. Disclosure Of Ex Parte Communication
8. Disclosure Of Conflicts Of Interest
9. Consent Agenda
9.I. COA FY23-0002 - 1500 Washington Avenue - Minor Alterations
Documents:
9A COA FY23-0002_ADMINISTRATIVEREVIEW_1500 WASHINGTON
AVENUE-SIGNED.PDF
9.II. COA FY23-0004 - 232 Princess Anne Street - Wall Installation
Documents:
9B COA FY23-0004_ADMINISTRATIVEREVIEW_232 PRINCESS ANNE
STREET-SIGNED.PDF
9.III. COA FY23-0005 - 1109 Prince Edwards Street - Minor Alterations
Documents:
9C COA FY23-0005_ADMINISTRATIVEREVIEW_1109 PRINCE EDWARD
STREET-SIGNED.PDF
9.IV. COA FY23-0006 - 1200 Caroline Street - Sign Installation
Documents:
9D COA FY23-0006_ADMINISTRATIVEREVIEW_1200 CAROLINE STREETSIGNED.PDF
9.V. COA FY23-0007 - 107 William Street - Sign Installation
Documents:
9E COA FY23-0007_ADMINISTRATIVEREVIEW_107 WILLIAM STREETSIGNED.PDF
10. Public Hearing
10.I. Continued Applications
10.I.i. COA FY22-0069 - 1320 Caroline Street
Documents:
10A REVISED_COA FY22-0069_ARBMEMO_1320 CAROLINE
STREET_08-08-2022.PDF
10.II. New Applications
10.II.i. COA FY23-0001 1301 Prince Edward Street
Documents:
10B COA FY23-0001_ARBMEMO_1301 PRINCE EDWARD STREET_0808-2022.PDF
10.II.ii. COA FY23-0003 - 312 William Street
Documents:

10B COA FY23-0001_ARBMEMO_1301 PRINCE EDWARD STREET_0808-2022.PDF
10.II.ii. COA FY23-0003 - 312 William Street
Documents:
10C COA FY23-0003_ARBMEMO_312 WILLIAM STREET_08-082022.PDF
11. General Public Comment
Public comments may be submitted in one of the following ways: (1) dropping them in the
Community Planning and Building drop box at 601 Caroline Street, (2) U.S. Mail, or (3)
email to planning@fredericksburgva.gov. Comments received before 1:30 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.

12. Other Business
13. Staff Update
14. Adjournment

Minutes

Architectural Review Board
September 27, 2021
Council Chambers
You may view and listen to the Architectural Review Board meeting in its entirety here. The time of
each presentation is in brackets below [0:00].
Members Present
Jonathan Gerlach, Chair
Karen Irvin, Vice Chair
Laura Galke
Adriana Moss
Helen P. Ross

Members Absent
Sabina Weitzman
James Whitman

Staff
Chuck Johnston
Taylor Owen

Chairman Gerlach called the Architectural Review Board meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
OPENING REMARKS [00:00:55]
Chairman Gerlach determined that a quorum of 5 members was present, and asked if public notice
requirements had been met. Mr. Johnston confirmed that they had.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA [00:01:57]
No additions or changes for the agenda; agenda approved as written.
DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS
None
DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
None
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT [00:03:55]
A written comment was submitted by the Historic Fredericksburg Foundation, Inc. (HFFI) stating that they
respectfully disagree with the staff’s recommendation, and that both items, 823 Caroline Street and 525
Caroline Street, are not consistent with City Code’s Historic District Criteria and the Historic District
Guidelines.
OTHER BUSINESS [00:09:45]
Discussion of Potential Applications
A. 823 Caroline Street (owner: James & Joanne Nikitakis) – James McGhee proposes the construction
of a three-story residential building on this vacant lot.
Mr. Johnston gave an overview and played a video of the 3D model. The architect, James McGhee,
was present and gave the board handouts on the project. The applicant stated that his personal
criteria were visible setbacks and LEED certification. He purposely designed levels of the proposed
building to align with the existing historical buildings. There was a discussion on the ground floor
parking and the ventilation shaft.
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Mr. Joel Cropley was present to answer questions regarding LEED certification. He clarified that many
of the multi-pane historic windows in older buildings are not as energy efficient as modern buildings.
Chairman Gerlach asked where the planters would be on the building. Mr. McGhee answered that
they would be on the curve and they will be self-watering. Chairman Gerlach asked what motivated
him to do such a modern design in Historic Downtown Fredericksburg. Mr. McGhee was inspired by
architecture in Chicago and Savannah, stating that they succeeded in assimilating different eras
together.
Ms. Moss said she approves of the sustainability element in the plans and believed that they should
add sustainability as something to consider in the official guidelines. She thinks it may be too tall and
wants more exact measurement on the neighboring and surrounding buildings. Additionally, she
requested street level views and said there may be too many windows. She asked about the types of
windows on the second and third floors. Mr. McGhee said they haven’t determined those details yet,
but they will be flush with the wall and inset. There was a discussion on the side elevations and the
recessed portions, designed to account for sunlight.
Chairman Gerlach noted that unfortunately the design is not in accordance with the guidelines and
cited a section on page 94, noting that the design is not simple enough. The design must also have a
form and mass consistent with the surrounding properties. Chairman Gerlach suggested that they
simplify the design which may help the building form fit the defined guidelines. Ms. Ross agreed and
added that they should tone down the vertical elements and believes that the rear elevation is very
abrupt. She told them to work on symmetry. Mr. McGhee said that they will work on a street view
perspective of their plans.
Ms. Irvin agreed that it needs to be simpler, and recommended that they incorporate architectural
details that are influenced by the downtown Fredericksburg building traditions and that abstract
contemporary interpretations are allowed. She advised them to be mindful of modulation. Ms. Galke
was concerned that the mass and height was too large. She also believes that it is too contemporary
for downtown Fredericksburg. There was a discussion on the Zoning approval process, the use and
color of the brick, the windows, and the amount of units planned. Mr. McGhee clarified that they plan
to have four units.
B. 525 Caroline Street (owner: Timbernest LTD) – Water’s End Brewery proposes the construction of an
1840 sq. ft. brewery building in the rear yard of the Fredericksburg Square building.
The owners and architect were all present. The board agreed that they favored the design and had no
major concerns. They approved of the proposed materials and believe that there was minimal visibility
from the public right-of-way. Ms. Irvin inquired if the CMU would have a finish and the applicant
confirmed they would. Chairman Gerlach said that the next step is to submit an application for them
to vote on it.
STAFF UPDATE [01:16:57]
There will be no public hearing items for the October meeting; however, there will be four items on the
consent agenda. Ms. Moss had a question regarding the plans for the 525 Caroline Street property.
ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REPORTS
None
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ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Gerlach adjourned the meeting at 8:21 p.m.

_______________________________________
Karen Irvin, Chair
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Minutes

Architectural Review Board
October 11, 2021
Council Chambers
You may view and listen to the Architectural Review Board meeting in its entirety here. The time of
each presentation is in brackets below [0:00].
Members Present
Jonathan Gerlach, Chair
Karen Irvin, Vice Chair
Laura Galke
Helen P. Ross
James Whitman
Adriana Moss
Sabina Weitzman

Members Absent

Staff
Chuck Johnston
Taylor Owen

Chairman Gerlach called the Architectural Review Board meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
OPENING REMARKS [00:01:30]
Chairman Gerlach determined that a quorum of 7 members were present and asked if public notice
requirements had been met. Mr. Johnston confirmed that they had.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA [00:02:40]
Ms. Moss requested that they add an item to the agenda. Chairman Gerlach said that they could add it as
11A “Public Outreach Ad Hoc Committee” under Other Business. Ms. Irvin requested to remove items 8B
and 8C from the consent agenda. Ms. Ross made a motion to approve the agenda as amended. The motion
was seconded by Ms. Irvin and it carried 7-0.
REVIEW OF MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS [00:03:07]
The Board reviewed the draft minutes from August 9, 2021. Ms. Ross noted several typos. Page 2, 2nd to
last paragraph, the word “deterioration” should be replaced with “deteriorated”. On page three, the 3rd
full paragraph – “Chairman Gerlach inquired not materials selected” should be replaced with “Chairman
Gerlach inquired no materials selected”. Next, two paragraphs down, “more dynamic that” should be
“more dynamic than”. Ms. Irvin pointed out that “Donman House” should be “Downman House” and that
“known at” should be replaced with “known as” on page 4 under Staff Update.
Ms. Moss made a motion to approve the minutes as amended and Ms. Weitzman seconded. The motion
carried 7-0.
DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS
None
DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST [00:07:04]
Ms. Weitzman disclosed a conflict of interest for 402 Hanover Street and will not participate in the
discussion or motion. Ms. Weitzman confirmed that she already turned in the disclosure form to Mr.
Johnston.
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CONSENT AGENDA [00:06:11]
A. COA FY-22-0019 – 707-709 Prince Edward Street – Fence Installation
B. COA FY-22-0020 – 400 George Street – Sign Installation – withdrawn
C. COA FY-22-0021 – 902 Caroline Street – Sign Installation – withdrawn
D. COA FY-22-0011 – 401 Princess Anne Street – Fence Installation
E. COA FY-22-0022 – 103 Caroline Street – Storm Door Installation
Ms. Irvin requested to remove item 8B and 8C from the consent agenda and add them to the public
hearing as items 9B and 9C. Ms. Weitzman made a motion to approve the consent agenda as amended.
The motion was seconded by Ms. Galke and it carried 7-0.
PUBLIC HEARING [00:12:22]
Continued Application
A. COA FY-22-0014 – 402 Hanover Street - Jonathan Mozena and Anna Mitsis (owner: same) request to
demolish the existing rear addition and to add an approximate 2150 sq. ft., two-story rear addition.
One written comment was submitted by the Historic Fredericksburg Foundation, Inc. (HFFI) stating
that they recommended research on the property on Sanborn Maps.
Ms. Irvin was concerned that the back wing additions may have been installed prior to 1919 based on
the maps and asked Mr. Johnston if they could continue the application again to allow the applicant
time to address any new concerns. Ms. Ross then presented some research that she did on the
property and gave a loose timeline of when she estimated when each section of the rear additions
were constructed based on Maps and land taxes which displayed a dramatic increase in property
value. She stated that the building has a history of morphing and growing and she affirmed her
support in the plans because it provides a practical solution to the needs of the residents and it
respects the history of the property.
The Board expressed an interest in Mr. Johnston providing records of previous Certificates of
Appropriateness for the building if they were going to continue this application to the November
meeting. The Board also considered a site visit before making a decision. Ms. Weitzman asked the
purpose of a site visit and Chairman Gerlach said the goal would be to determine how old the additions
were. There was a discussion between Mr. Johnston and Board members on the guidelines for
demolition. Ms. Ross said that the additions were simple, unlike the Empire Style of the original main
building, and didn’t have much to offer for character-defining features so felt comfortable moving
forward with approval for demolition. The board agreed that they felt comfortable with a motion to
approve.
Ms. Galke made a motion to approve the application as submitted. The motion was seconded by Mr.
Whitman and carried 6-0-1 with Ms. Weitzman abstaining.
B. COA FY-22-0019 – 707-709 Prince Edward Street – Fence Installation
Mr. Johnston interjected to state that the previous item received a written comment. Chairman
Gerlach said that the public hearing was closed but requested that the comment be read for the
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record. The HFFI stated that they are in support of the project but had some concerns regarding the
demolition details.
Ms. Irvin stated that she pulled this item from the consent agenda for several reasons. She
recommended that they paint or stain the fence. Ms. Irvin pointed out that the application did not
indicate if the appearance of the front gate would match the fence design they submitted and
suggested that they add that as a condition. Ms. Irvin argued that the proposed fence may not meet
the guidelines, as stated on page 66, due to the surrounding plantings on one side and the wall
structure immediately on the other side. Ms. Weitzman agreed that there would not be enough room
for maintenance and that they should apply conditions if they approve of the application. There was
a discussion to either vote now or continue the application to the November meeting so that the
applicant may have some time to address the Board’s concerns and propose a solution.
Ms. Irvin made a motion to continue the application to the November 8th meeting. Ms. Weitzman
seconded and the motion carried 7-0.
C. COA FY-22-0011 – 401 Princess Anne Street – Fence Installation
The Board had seen this item previously and agreed that the proposed white picket fence was not a
good fit for the industrial-leaning area. Mr. Johnston reviewed the application for the Board. The
Board noted that the item’s case number was incorrect and should have been called COA FY-220012B. Chairman Gerlach was missing the documents on this item in his packet, and Mr. Johnston
reassured him that there was no more additional information. The applicant or a representative was
not present. Ms. Irvin agreed with Mr. Johnston that there doesn’t seem to be a strong difference
between this new design and the original design. Ms. Ross agreed. Ms. Irvin suggested that they would
apply a condition that the pickets could not have a pointed top and that they have flat edges.
Chairman Gerlach said that they can vote to approve with conditions that will also apply to the trash
enclosure gate or deny the application. Ms. Galke proposed that they accept the fence if they had a
“dog-eared” design, a roughly 45 degree angle cut out edges fencing matches the 3 ft.
Ms. Weitzman wanted to confirm the material of the proposed fence and said she would not approve
of plastic. Ms. Galke noted that the original submission specifies the material would be wood. Ms.
Weitzman suggested the use of metal. Mr. Whitman asked if the application truly violates the
guidelines. Chairman Gerlach cited the section of the guidelines on fences, pages 66-67, and explained
the Board’s concern from the previous meeting that the proposed fence appears residential and
opposes the design of the industrial building. Mr. Whitman said he thought the application was
acceptable.
Mr. Whitman made a motion to approve the application as submitted. Ms. Moss seconded and it was
opened for discussion. Ms. Weitzman said she thinks the applicants were not present for feedback
both times and their suggestions fell on deaf ears, there were no significant changes and she can’t
support it. Ms. Irvin agreed. Chairman Gerlach said he would approve if the pickets were not pointed.
Ms. Galke said the application is not appropriate. Chairman Gerlach inquired how long it would last
and if in a few years it needs to be replaced the ARB can make a decision then. Mr. Whitman said that
standards for maintenance are in the guidelines and that it’s the property owner’s responsibility. Ms.
Ross said that she can’t support it because it doesn’t look like it belongs because it doesn’t match the
surroundings.
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The motion failed 1-6, with only Mr. Whitman voting in favor.
Chairman Gerlach suggested that they continue the application so they could hear back from the
applicant. Mr. Whitman made a motion to continue to the November 8th meeting. Ms. Weitzman
seconded and the motion carried 6-1, Ms. Ross opposed. The Board confirmed with Mr. Johnston that
this information would be conveyed to the applicant.
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT [01:09:13]
None. Mr. Johnston noted that Chairman Gerlach’s script needs to be edited to state that the correct
email to submit comments to is planning@fredericksburgva.gov.
OTHER BUSINESS [01:10:35]
Ms. Moss gave the board an update on some ideas she and Ms. Ross had brainstormed as members of
the Public Outreach Ad Hoc Committee. Ms. Moss said that she wanted to provide some information for
consideration and feedback and they can discuss at a later date when Ms. Schwartz returns. Ms. Moss
suggested several ideas such as webinars and seminars. Ms. Moss recommended that Board members
provide brief presentations on a quarterly rotating schedule. Presentations will be on topics of their choice
as long as they relate to the ARB, such as possible new materials they have not previously considered or
other specialties. Additionally, they could bring in volunteers to present. Ms. Moss said it would be
beneficial to have these presentations occur prior to the public hearing portion of the meeting because
most participants have left by then, and that the public would miss out.
Ms. Moss suggested that a short term goal could be to increase their presence on the internet so they
could be more assessable to the public, such as posting information on a blog. She also proposed several
long term considerations. In 2023, the ARB will be 55 years old and they could plan an event to celebrate
and acknowledge its achievements. In 2008, the ARB participated in the Advanced Preservation Workshop
which received plenty of feedback and involvement. There were lots of workshops available as
introductions to preservation. Erik Nelson wrote an article on the first decade of the ARB and suggested
reaching out to him to write a piece on all the accomplishments the ARB has achieved in the past decade.
Ms. Moss also referenced a historic preservation working group was established in a City Council Meeting
and suggested to continue this group that would meet on a quarterly basis. The group would help identify
and examine key issues associated with both the legal basis and practical application of historic
preservation within the city. Ms. Moss also suggested a resurvey of the district, exploration to other
neighbors of the city, and producing a story map of city architectural history focusing on building and
property types. Ms. Ross said Ms. Moss was very complete in presenting their ideas, mentioned a stronger
presence on the internet, and would value feedback in the future.
Chairman Gerlach said he thought these were great ideas. He cited the Fredericksburg ordinance that
founded the ARB and its authority as an institution. Chairman Gerlach said that Ms. Schwartz would be
very interested in what they presented when she comes back from leave. Mr. Johnston commented that
Ms. Schwartz has done a lot of work updating the survey.
STAFF UPDATE
None
ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REPORTS [01:23:02]
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Ms. Galke announced that October is archaeology month in Virginia and this year the Department of
Historic Resources created a poster with the theme Black Scholarship Across Time. The public can order
one online at www.dhr.virginia.gov under archaeology.
ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Gerlach adjourned the meeting at 8:26 p.m.
_______________________________________
Karen Irvin, Chair
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Architectural Review Board
June 13, 2022
Council Chambers
You may view and listen to the Architectural Review Board meeting in its entirety here. The time of
each presentation is in brackets below [00:00:00].
Members Present
Karen Irvin (Chair)
Helen P. Ross (Vice Chair)
James Jarrell IV
D.D. Lecky
Kelly Penick
Adriana Moss
Laura Galke

Members Absent

Staff
Kate Schwartz
Caroline Hieber

Chair Irvin called the Architectural Review Board meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
OPENING REMARKS
Chair Irvin determined that a quorum of 7 members was present, and asked if public notice requirements
had been met. Ms. Schwartz confirmed that they had.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA [00:01:43]
Ms. Moss motioned to approve the agenda. Ms. Ross seconded and the motion carried 7-0.
ANNOUCEMENTS & REPORTS
None.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES [00:02:10]
Ms. Lecky motioned to approve the April 11, 2022 minutes as written, Ms. Galke and Ms. Moss seconded.
The motion carried 7-0.
Ms. Lecky motioned to approve the May 9, 2022 minutes as written, Ms. Moss seconded. The motion
carried 7-0.
Ms. Moss requested that staff include more information from the discussion on the conditions for
approval and additional documents requested from the engineers, contractors and builders in the minutes
of the May 23, 2022 meeting. Ms. Schwartz said they would revise the minutes and provide them for
review at the next meeting.
DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS
None.
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DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST [00:05:05]
Mr. Jarrell disclosed a conflict of interest for COA 2020-04 at 1005 Sophia Street as he is the applicant for
the project. He confirmed that he previously submitted a disclosure form to staff and will not participate
in the discussion or vote for that item.
CONSENT AGENDA [00:06:12]
A. COA FY22-0062 – 918 Caroline Street – Sign Installation
Ms. Moss made a motion to approve the consent agenda as submitted. Ms. Galke seconded and the
motion carried 7-0.
RECONSIDERATION OF COA FY22-0046 AT 1107 PRINCESS ANNE STREET (DEMOLITION COMPONENT)
[00:07:45]
The Board was advised by the City Attorney to reconsider the motion for the demolition component of
the application at 1107 Princess Anne Street because it contained the condition that the applicant provide
additional information after the fact that is relevant to the vote. Mr. Jarrell made a motion to reconsider
item COA FY22-0046 at 1107 Princess Anne Street. Ms. Moss seconded, the motion carried 7-0, and this
item was opened for discussion.
Chair Irvin clarified that this is not a public hearing item. Ms. Schwartz provided an overview of the
application and reviewed the criteria for demolition. All professionals associated with the project were in
attendance, including project architect Charles Aquino, contractor Dallas Barnes, and City-hired engineer
David Bronson.
Ms. Ross, Ms. Galke, Ms. Lecky didn’t have questions. Ms. Penick asked Ms. Schwartz where the value
number for the accessory structure originated. Ms. Schwartz said that the number was the assessed value
from the Commissioner of the Revenue. Ms. Penick asked Mr. Bronson to elaborate on his
recommendations for the structure. He commented that Ms. Schwartz covered his recommendations
thoroughly and didn’t have much to add, but that he tried to provide an objective condition assessment
of the site. He provides the assessment and leaves the means and methodology to the contractor. The
six-inch concrete walls are unreinforced and the change in use would impact the stability of the structure.
Ms. Penick verified that he was not commenting on constructability for this project. Ms. Penick asked if
he was asked to test the strength of the concrete or did a visual survey. He confirmed that he performed
a visual assessment. It was difficult to see some areas because a lot of it was covered with wood siding.
There are big cracks which were a major concern.
Mr. Jarrell asked Ms. Schwartz if they had any back and forth with Freeland engineering or if the document
in the packet was the only report. Mr. Jarrell wanted a representative from Freeland to respond to Mr.
Bronson’s suggestions and explain why it would not be feasible to do the underpinning. Mr. Aquino
responded to item two on the City’s engineering report. Mr. Aquino said it would not be feasible to
perform underpinning because there is no bearing for the underpinning to go to. If they attempted to
save this, they would do the same thing they did for the addition to the main house, which would mean
putting screw pilings in below the surface and the soil for the existing retaining wall. That is the most
feasible way to create a foundation for the building. Even if they attempted this, it’s possible to lose pieces
of this wall while they were doing it. He said it would be almost impossible to perform because these
screw pilings are like a drill. They can’t go in the wall at an angle, in this situation they would have to go
in next to the walls, which would support the side thrust. The walls would not be able to provide that
stability and may fail due to the lack of reinforcement.
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Mr. Jarrell asked Ms. Schwartz about the alternatives of relocation or selling the property. Ms. Schwartz
shared that the applicant did pursue subdividing the land and allowing the accessory structure to be on
its own lot; however, it was not permitted by City Code. She also explained that it would be extremely
expensive to relocate the structure based on similar projects the City has explored, and would surpass the
building’s assessed value. Ms. Moss asked if there were any grants or funding they could explore. Ms.
Schwartz said there was none she was aware of.
Ms. Moss asked Mr. Bronson how they could determine the concrete walls were unreinforced if they are
covered by siding and if there was no invasive testing performed. Mr. Bronson said that there are some
tests they can do. In terms of his evaluation, he said that the north side wall next to the retaining wall is
exposed underneath the weatherboard siding. There are enough cracks that are wide enough and there’s
enough displacement to reasonably conclude that there is a lack of sufficient reinforcement. He said that
there may be some reinforcement, such as bars; however, it is failing and may have corroded. Ms. Moss
asked Mr. Aquino about the timeline of the previous work on the retaining wall, which was done in 2019.
Mr. Jarrell asked if they plan to demolish the retaining wall on Lewis street along the sidewalk. Ms.
Schwartz said that is not a part of the application.
Ms. Schwartz read three general public comments from Historic Fredericksburg Foundation, Inc. (HFFI)
members David James, Danae Peckler, and Scott Walker into the record. These comments were in
opposition to the demolition.
Ed Sandtner, 132 Caroline Street, stated that he was concerned about a large-scale pattern of demolition
approval instead of preservation. The City needs to be proactive about buildings in poor condition.
Mr. Jarrell motioned to approve the demolition of the accessory structure at 1107 Princess Anne Street
due to its poor structural condition as evidenced in the public hearings and work session on the condition
that the structure is documented prior to removal. The documentation should be consistent with HABS
Level III documentation as defined in the Federal Register, Vol. 68, No. 139. Ms. Moss suggested two
amendments, the first being that the Board would accept digital photography instead of large format
photography. She also added that a Secretary of the Interior qualified architectural historian or
archaeologist be present during demolition and that documentation of demolition occurs. Mr. Jarrell
accepted those amendments.
Mr. Jarrell motioned to approve the demolition of the accessory structure at 1107 Princess Anne Street
due to its poor structural condition as evidenced in the public hearings and work session contingent on
the three following conditions: the structure is documented prior to removal consistent with HABS Level
III documentation as defined in the Federal Register, Vol. 68, No. 139; digital photography meeting Virginia
Department of Historic Resources standards is acceptable in place of large format photography; and there
must be a Secretary of the Interior qualified architectural historian or archaeologist present during
demolition and that documentation of demolition occurs. Ms. Galke seconded the motion and the motion
carried 7-0.
PUBLIC HEARING [01:03:15]
Continued Applications
A. COA 2020-04 – 1005 Sophia Street – James E. Jarrell IV requests approval of the detailed architectural
design of a new three-story commercial building on this property. Demolition of the existing building
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and the site planning, scale, and massing of the new construction was approved by the ARB in
February 2020.
Ms. Schwartz provided an overview of the application. Mr. Andrew Moore was present via GoTo Meeting
to answer any questions. The representative, Jeh Hicks, was also present. There were no written nor public
comments on this item. Ms. Ross was pleased with the changes and the use of brick. Ms. Galke was also
pleased with the changes as discussed during the May 23, 2022 work session and was in favor of approval.
Ms. Lecky concurred and believes all their concerns were corrected. Ms. Penick had nothing to add and
shared appreciation with the applicant for working with them. Ms. Moss and Chair Irvin agreed.
Ms. Galke motioned to approve this item in accordance with the revised drawings dated June 13, 2022.
Ms. Moss seconded and the motion carried 6-0-1 with Mr. Jarrell abstaining.
B. COA FY22-0046 – 1107 Princess Anne Street – Loretta and Brian McDermott request to demolish the
accessory structure on the north side of this single-family residence and construct a new two-story
accessory structure on the same footprint.
Ms. Schwartz provided an overview of the proposed new accessory structure after demolition of the
existing structure. There were no public comments. Mr. Charles Aquino was present to answer questions.
Ms. Ross requested clarification on architectural details and said she wasn’t sure that fish-scale shingles
were appropriate. Mr. Aquino clarified that the design would mimic the existing diamond shingle pattern.
Ms. Ross asked what the proposed material in the gable would be. Mr. Aquino confirmed the siding would
be hardie plank. Ms. Ross inquired about the barn doors. Mr. Aquino said these would not be visible from
any public space; they would be sliding doors to a storage space. Ms. Ross was concerned with the mix of
architectural styles and suggested something less utilitarian such as paneled doors. Ms. Ross said the new
structure would be a nice fit for the neighborhood.
Ms. Galke asked if the archaeology ordinance applied here and she said it would be a good way to mitigate
the destruction of the original structure. She said that they had discussed monitoring but they should
explore their options. Ms. Schwartz said that given the scale of the project the owner wouldn’t be required
to pursue that but the City does have archaeologists on call that they can work with. Ms. Lecky had the
same concerns with the barn doors and the columns because they are mixing styles. Mr. Aquino said he
could skip the columns and add brackets. Ms. Lecky said that the barn doors would be visible from the
public right-of-way. Mr. Aquino said that they could change the doors to be single or double paneled.
Mr. Jarrell asked how they would achieve a fish scale or diamond shaped pattern with hardie plank. Mr.
Aquino said they plan to use painted cedar. Ms. Moss had similar concerns about the barn doors. Ms.
Moss cited a section of the guidelines on page 98 regarding the roof and said that their proposed asphalt
shingles don’t match the surrounding buildings. Chair Irvin asked Mr. Aquino to provide more information
for the blacked out windows. He confirmed that they would be regular windows, and that they would
blackout the view from the interior. Mr. Jarrell asked if standing seam metal is something that the
applicant would consider. Ms. Schwartz was able to provide a history of the previous roof on the main
house that received a Certificate of Appropriateness.
Mr. Jarrell motioned to approve the accessory structure with the following conditions: the barn doors
must be changed to panelized doors of some type, determined by the applicant and staff on the panel
count; in lieu of Tuscan columns, the applicant must use box columns or a bracket that would be more in
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line with the structure; and hardie Artisan siding must be used. Approval of the retaining wall as submitted
is additionally included with the motion. Ms. Moss seconded and the motion carried 7-0.
New Applications
C. COA FY22-0061 – 301 Charles Street – Dale and Gay Galyen request to construct a one-story shed in
the rear yard of this single-family residence.
The applicant was present and ready to answer any questions. There were no written comments. There
was a public comment from Mr. Michael Adams who is the developer of the adjoining property who spoke
in support of the application. Ms. Ross said that it was a pleasant design and supports the application. The
rest of the Board agreed and supported the application.
Ms. Lecky motioned to approve the application as submitted. Ms. Moss seconded and the motion carried
7-0.
D. COA FY22-0063 – 1501 Caroline Street – Mala Kline requests to install two new windows on the north
side of this single-family residence by creating one new opening and replacing the attic vent.
Ms. Schwartz provided an overview of the application. The applicant’s representative, Chris Huie, was
present. Ms. Ross asked about the 1927 photograph in their packet and is curious about a chimney on the
furthest elevation that seems to no longer be there today. Mr. Huie said that the masonry structure is an
addition to the lap siding structure, which is the original part of the house, and that he couldn’t answer
her question. Ms. Ross said she hesitates to pierce an end gable that was never intended to have windows
in it, and can’t support the request to create new openings. She may be able to give leeway to replacing
the vent and turning it into a window but really discourages removal.
Mr. Huie explained the reason for the window is because the owners would like to add a bathroom on the
second floor. Ms. Ross says that she still can’t support the application. Ms. Galke said that the Guidelines
are very clear about windows. Section 3b page 29 articles 2 and 9 are a particular concern for this proposal.
Ms. Galke said she couldn’t support the application. She said she wouldn’t mind replacing the vent to
become a window but discourages new openings. Some discussion of visibility followed. Ms. Lecky was
also concerned with the idea of piercing through the brick. She suggested a vent system rather than a
window, because a window for a bathroom is not necessary. Ms. Lecky said that she could approve of a
window to replace the pre-existing vent. Ms. Lecky said that the proposed changes would be visible from
the street.
Ms. Penick and Mr. Jarrell inquired about the use of the attic, the existing building materials, and any
evidence of previous openings. Mr. Jarrell said he believes that because this wall is not one of the two
predominate sides of the house that the Board may be able to work with the applicant to explore some
conditions. There could have been other openings in the past but it’s difficult to tell because the brick is
painted. Ms. Moss visited the side and said she is not in support of creating a new opening, but she would
be in favor of replacing the existing vent with a window. Chair Irvin said she agrees with the Board with
replacing the louver with a window. The guidelines do allow for putting windows in secondary walls so
she’s not immediately opposed to putting a second window in but would find it easier if it was a wood
framing instead of a brick wall. Discussion followed on the construction methodology and materials.
Chair Irvin suggested that they split this application into two motions. Mr. Huie went into detail with the
methodology of the procedure to construct an opening for a window. Ms. Lecky asked him to verify that
5

he would be sawing into the brick not removing each one carefully and preserving the brick, which would
be a condition for approval. The owner would be expected to store and maintain the brick.
Mr. Jarrell made a motion to approve the request to install a window in the existing vent opening with
the conditions that the existing opening is not modified and that a shutter is constructed to the likeness
of the existing louvered vent and matching the hardware on the rest of the house. Additionally, narrow
5/8-inch muntins should be used for the new windows rather than 7/8-inch muntins. All trim and sill
details should match the dimensions and profiles of the existing historic windows on the masonry portion
of the façade.
Ms. Penick requested to amend the motion by removing the condition for a louvered shutter because that
was only recommended for the windows on the second floor. Mr. Jarrell said he was proposing a single
leaf shutter. Ms. Moss said no shutters may be a better option to match the picture provided. Ms. Lecky
and Ms. Galke agreed. Mr. Jarrell amended his motion to strike that condition. Ms. Schwartz stated the
amended motion to approve the request to replace the attic level louver with one new window on
condition that 5/8-inch muntins are used and the trim and sill detail should match the existing historic
windows. Ms. Galke seconded and the motion carried 7-0.
Ms. Lecky motioned to deny the request to add a new opening at the second floor. Ms. Schwartz
recommended the Board amend the motion to state the standard or condition that the request does not
meet. Ms. Lecky amended her motion to deny the request to add a new opening at the second floor at
1501 Caroline because it does not comply with section 3.B.9 of the guidelines which states that such
requests should be considered on a case-by-case basis. The penetration of a masonry wall would be
detrimental to the historic fabric of that particular structure, and it is unclear that the historic structure
could be restored once penetration is made. Ms. Moss seconded. The motion carried 5-2 with Ms. Penick
and Mr. Jarrell against.
E. COA FY22-0064 – 503 Sophia Street – William LaPointe and Jason Smith request to reconstruct the
patio roof covering using corrugated PVC panel roofing.
Ms. Schwartz provided an overview of the application. The representative Michael Adams was present
and said that he spoke with Ms. Schwartz regarding the polycarbonate material they selected over
standing seam metal for the roof for the outdoor patio area. They began work to stabilize the current
conditions because it was not safe after damage resulting from a storm. They chose this material
specifically for the use as a metal roof would produce a lot of heat which would be difficult to offset
even with ceiling fans. The material they chose provides a great mix of durability and minimal heat
transfer. He said Ms. Schwartz had mentioned she was concerned about the profile edge and being able
to see that from the street. They propose to solve this by the addition of a gutter detail which would
cover that and carry water off the roof. Additionally, when standing away from it on the street, the color
of the material and the effect of light, it actually appears to be a metal roof. The only way you can tell
that it is not metal is when you stand underneath it and look up and see the sky. There were no public
comments.
Ms. Ross was concerned that it was made of plastic and asked how long this material has been on the
market and how durable the material is. Mr. Adams said it comes with a lifetime warranty against
yellowing, a ten-year warranty against hail, and its guaranteed not to fade. Ms. Galke visited the site and
is in support of the application based on the presentation. Ms. Lecky was also in support but was also
concerned about the vinyl fascia which she believes should be replaced with wood. Mr. Adams said that
6

the gutter box would cover most of that. Lecky asked if they plan to paint the wood to match the vinyl.
He confirmed that the trim will be stained.
Ms. Penick asked to display the current conditions of the work and inquired about the layout. Mr.
Adams confirmed it is going to be the same layout and they are mimicking the existing roof shape. The
applicant does not plan to install lights or fans, but if they do install lights they would be down-facing.
There was a brief discussion on the history of the permitting on this structure. Chair Irvin clarified
several details of the trim and roof profile.
Mr. Jarrell motioned to approve the item as installed with the condition that the box gutter and trim
detail will be done with ARB-approved materials and conceal the profile of the polycarbonate panels.
Ms. Penick seconded the motion. Chair Irvin requested that they amend the motion to include staff’s
recommendation to require that the wood be painted or stained once weathered sufficiently.
Mr. Jarrell accepted the amendment. Ms. Penick seconded and the motion carried 6-1 with Ms. Moss
opposed.
F. COA FY22-0065 – 203 Ford Street – Ed Whelan, Woolen Mill LLC, requests to make alterations to the
Washington Woolen Mills building and site including removing exterior stairs, constructing a new
elevator shaft, installing fencing, lighting, and retaining walls, and replacing some windows and doors.
Ms. Schwartz provided an overview of the application. The Applicant was present and spoke on the vision
of the project and provided a brief presentation. There were no public comments.
Ms. Ross shared her previous experience with the windows and the building, which were problematic at
the time. However, she encouraged retaining the windows and pursuing rehabilitation and restoration.
She is in support with staff’s recommendation for approval of a COA for installation of retaining walls and
fencing, denying architectural lighting at the moment, and continuing the discussion to the July 11, 2022
meeting as well as a site visit.
Ms. Galke visited the site and was concerned about the proposed landscape modifications and wall
construction especially in the yard along Ford Street and southeast corner along Caroline Street. There
could be some intact archaeological resources. Ms. Schwartz confirmed there should be a site plan
required for this work and the ordinance will apply. Ms. Galke said artifacts could be easily incorporated
into an exhibit for the public. She agreed with staff’s recommendation regarding the lighting concerns.
Ms. Galke spoke in support of a site visit.
Ms. Lecky agreed with the previous comments and was very impressed by the work that’s already been
done. She agreed with staff’s recommendation to approve the installation of retaining walls and fences
as shown especially along the river side. She was concerned that the current wall is failing. In terms of the
lighting portion of the application, she understands the security concerns and explained that the city
ordinance may allow them more illumination if it is downcast, which would prevent light pollution. Ms.
Lecky was also in favor of a site visit to see which windows are going where.
Ms. Penick highlighted some inconsistencies in the documentation provided and said portions of the site
plan don’t seem to match the elevations which are unclear. She said she is not comfortable approving
anything at the moment and additional documentation and a site visit would be helpful. Mr. Whelan
described some of the current conditions of the property and phases of work proposed. Ms. Schwartz said
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that it may be beneficial to submit a site plan view that shows where each of the fences and walls are
located in space. Ms. Penick agreed a site plan would help. There was a brief discussion regarding the
walls and landscaping.
Mr. Jarrell asked for clarification on the work that was already approved and existing on the rooftop. Mr.
Whelan elaborated on the proposed extension and elevator shaft. The terrace wall/ retaining wall will be
a cast in place wall with a brick veneer. There was a brief discussion on the stairs and sidewalk. In general,
Mr. Jarrell was in favor of the project. Ms. Moss had questions on the retaining wall. She said the fencing
around the terrace portion is visually overwhelming. She noted that many industrial buildings have been
renovated in Richmond and they were able to preserve windows. She said that if replacement is necessary,
the window type should remain the same.
Chair Irvin was also uncomfortable granting approval without more detailed plans and additional
documents. They need clarification on some dimensions of the fence and need to explore other options
for lighting. The presentation needs to show exactly what is staying and what is being moved. Some
discussion followed with Mr. Jarrell on the building code requirements that are driving the request for
window replacement. Ms. Schwartz said they could schedule a work session on June 27, 2022. The
applicant agreed and said that they can provide additional materials by the meeting.
Ms. Lecky motioned to continue the application to the July 11, 2022 meeting and hold a site visit on June
27, 2022. Ms. Moss seconded and the motion carried 7-0.
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT
[See Attached]
OTHER BUSINESS [03:27:23]
Ms. Schwartz updated the Board on the new City policy that ARB volunteers will now be compensated
twenty-five dollars per meeting effective July 1, 2022. They will be sent an appropriate form to complete
depending on their preferences.
STAFF UPDATE
None.
ADJOURNMENT
Chair Irvin adjourned the meeting at 10:29 p.m.
_______________________________________
Karen Irvin, Chair
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FY23-0002
COA #___________

City of Fredericksburg Architectural Review Board
Record of Administrative Review
Prepared By: Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner
GPIN #: ______________________ FEE PAID ✔
DATE OF APPLICATION: _____________________
July 13, 2022
ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ____________________________________________________________________
1500 Washington Avenue
APPLICANT NAME: ________________________________________________________________________
David Houston, City of Fredericksburg

✔ Property Owner

Business Owner

Architect/Contractor

Other ______________

PROJECT TYPE:
Sign(s)

Fence/Wall

✔ Minor Exterior Alteration _________________________________
Attic fan installation

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

✔ YES

NO

The City proposes to install an attic fan/vent at the Mary Washington Monument Caretaker's Lodge in
response to a recent inspection of the property that determined the attic ventilation was inadequate. The
City proposes to install the exhaust fan on the rear west roof slope near two existing roof penetrations.
The roof is clad in dimensional asphalt shingles. The hood for the fan will extend 18 inches above the roof
surface. The installation will not be visible from the street and visibility from other portions of the site will
be minimal due to vegetation and topography. It is recommended that the hood be powder-coated to
avoid a high-shine aluminum finish. The installation will not impact the historic character and should be
approved.

RECOMMENDED ARB ACTION:
____________________________________________________________________________________________
Approval of the certificate of appropriateness for the request as submitted.
____________________________________________________________________________________________
It is recommended that the applicant use a powder-coated finish to eliminate a high-shine appearance.
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________
ARB Meeting Date: _____________________
August 8, 2022

Kate S. Schwartz
___________________________________________________
Zoning Administrator

______________________
August 3, 2022
Date
Form created 06/21/2019

FY23-0002
COA #___________

PROPERTY INFORMATION:
Construction Date: ___________________
Architectural Style: _______________________________________
Victorian/mixed
1896
Character-Defining Features: ___________________________________________________________________
random-coursed granite construction; red-tinted mortar; gambrel roof;
___________________________________________________________________________________________
projecting gable with fishscale shingles; shingled dormers; Palladian window
Yes (Washington Avenue National Register District)
Contributing to National Register Historic District? _________________________________________________
roof replacement/dormers restored in 2013
Previous Alterations/ARB Approvals: ____________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________
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
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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 Design Guidelines:
3.H. Existing Buildings: Roofs, Dormers, Chimneys, and Gutters
7. New elements such as vents or skylights should not be added to the façade or other highly visible areas of a roof. Install new elements such
as vents, skylights, or solar equipment without diminishing the original design of the building. New skylights, for instance, should be installed so
as not to be visible from building facades.

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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Baker Roofing Company
Over 100 Years of Commercial Roofing Services
BakerRoofing.com

Project Overview: Cottage House Attic Fan Fit Up

Description of Roof Overview

Description
Attic Vent Fan proposed installation area at rear of Cottage presumably not visible from the frontage of
Washington street.

Baker Roofing Company

Baker Roofing Company
Over 100 Years of Commercial Roofing Services
BakerRoofing.com

Baker Roofing Company

Baker Roofing Company
Over 100 Years of Commercial Roofing Services
BakerRoofing.com

Baker Roofing Company

COA #_ FY23-0004

City of Fredericksburg Architectural Review Board
Record of Administrative Review - Fences
DATE OF APPLICATION:
ADDRESS OF PROJECT:
APPLICANT NAME:
Property Owner

July 26, 2022

GPIN #:

7789-22-3605

FEE PAID ✔

232 Princess Anne Street

Betsy Sale
Business Owner

✔ Architect/Contractor

Other

PROJECT TYPE:
✔ Fence/Wall

Temporary Emergency Stabilization

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
Complete supporting documentation received?

✔

Correction ordered by the Building Code Official

YES

NO

The applicant proposes to replace a failing retaining wall along the rear property line at this
residential property. The existing concrete wall is heavily cracked and leaning over onto the
adjacent property. The wall extends behind the neighboring property at 230 Princess Anne Street
and the property owners are working together to replace it with a new wall along both properties.
The portion behind the neighboring property is not visible from any public right-of-way. The wall
is proposed as an interlocking concrete block retaining wall. The wall will have a smooth, simple
finish in a natural concrete color, similar in appearance to a parged wall. The wall height is
approximately three feet. The wall design complies with the standards and guidelines for the
District and should be approved as submitted.

RECOMMENDED ARB ACTION:

Approval of the certificate of appropriateness for the request as submitted.

August 8, 2022
ARB Meeting Date _____________________

Kate S. Schwartz

Zoning Administrator/Historic Resources Planner

08/03/2022
Date

Form updated 08/05/2021 by Zoning Administrator J. Newman

COA #_FY23-0004
PROPERTY INFORMATION:
Construction Date: c.1879

Architectural Style: Colonial Revival

Character-Defining Features: side-gable roof; frame construction with weatherboard siding; interior

corbeled chimney; 6/6 double-hung wood sash; brick stoop with single door and transom
Contributing to National Register Historic District? Yes
Previous Alterations/ARB Approvals: construction of detached garage in 2006; modifications to

garage in 2022
Additional Notes:

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. 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 updated 08/05/2021 by Zoning Administrator J. Newman
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(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 Fence Guidelines from Chapter 5 Section A of the Historic District Design Guidelines:
Fences and walls must be in character with those found in the district while providing the desired level of privacy, screening, or
security. Fences and walls exist in a great variety of materials, styles, and types throughout the district and they can be prominent
site features. Fences in Fredericksburg must comply with City Code 72-56 as well as these following guidelines:

S

D

NA

S – satisfies

D – does not satisfy

NA – not applicable

1.

Retain any existing historic fences and walls. These should not be removed or replaced
with contemporary features

2.

Replace deteriorated historic fence by matching the material, height, and detail of the
existing. When this is not possible, use a simplified design of similar materials and height.
Where fence sections or pieces are missing, design replacements to blend with the old in
material, height, and detail, and consolidate original fencing into the most prominent site
location.

3.

Proposed new street-front fences, walls, and gates should be compatible with the historic
structure in design, materials, and location.

4.

Fences and wall materials and design should relate to those found in the neighborhood. In
general, fences and walls should be constructed of wood, masonry, iron, or painted/coated
aluminum. Composites may only be considered if the material is paintable and has a
smooth finish. New designs should seek simplicity rather than elaboration.
Chain-link fences, split-rail fences, concrete block walls, and vinyl/PVC fences are not
appropriate for use in the Historic District.

5.
6.

Fences and walls may be constructed on the property line or anywhere on the property;
however, avoid creating areas that are inaccessible for maintenance or prone to overgrowth.
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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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Existing Conditions

Example Images – Interlocking Concrete Block, Natural Finish

FY23-0005
COA #___________

City of Fredericksburg Architectural Review Board
Record of Administrative Review
Prepared By: Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner
GPIN #: ______________________
FEE PAID ✔
DATE OF APPLICATION: _____________________
July 26, 2022
7789-05-3536
ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ____________________________________________________________________
1109 Prince Edward Street
APPLICANT NAME: ________________________________________________________________________
Melissa Colombo
Property Owner

Business Owner

✔ Architect/Contractor

Other ______________

PROJECT TYPE:
Sign(s)

Fence/Wall

✔ Minor Exterior Alteration _________________________________
Screened porch replacement

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

✔ YES

NO

The applicant proposes alterations to the rear wall of this residence, which has extremely limited visibility
through a neighboring property from the side street, Lewis Street. The two-story screened porch on the
rear wall will be removed and a new one-story screened porch will be constructed in the same location.
The new porch will have a standing-seam metal-clad shed roof supported by painted wood box columns
with paneling below the screens. The porch will be constructed on a poured concrete foundation. Removal
of the existing porch will reveal the rear wall of the house at the second story. The exterior door will be
removed and the opening will be covered by vinyl siding to match the existing siding on the house.
Portions of the porch appear to have been constructed in the 1940s, though the screening appears to
have been added later. Removal of this utilitarian porch will not impact the historic character of the
residence and the proposed alteration is compatible with the character of the site and the district. The
alteration should be approved as submitted.

RECOMMENDED ARB ACTION:
____________________________________________________________________________________________
Approval of the certificate of appropriateness for the request as submitted.
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________
ARB Meeting Date: _____________________
August 8, 2022

Kate S. Schwartz
___________________________________________________
Zoning Administrator

______________________
August 3, 2022
Date
Form created 06/21/2019

FY23-0005
COA #___________

PROPERTY INFORMATION:
Construction Date: ___________________
Architectural Style: _______________________________________
Queen Anne
C.1902
Character-Defining Features: ___________________________________________________________________
Complex cross-gable roof; brick foundation; hip-roofed porch with turned
___________________________________________________________________________________________
balusters and spindlework; octagonal wood shingles in the gable ends; 1/1 double-hung sash
Yes
Contributing to National Register Historic District? _________________________________________________
Alterations pre-date ARB; a two-story addition was constructed at
Previous Alterations/ARB Approvals: ____________________________________________________________
the front (extending the projecting gable) in the 1940s, eliminating 2/3 of the wrap-around porch
___________________________________________________________________________________________

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
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✔

✔

(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 Design Guidelines:
3.E. Existing Buildings: Porches & Entries
1. Retain original or historic character-defining porches since these are often critical to the design integrity of the building.
2. Do not remove or radically change entrances and porches important to the building’s overall historic character. Front and side porches are
architecturally more ornate than utilitarian back porches.

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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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 Appropriateness
Date:

July 25, 2022

RE:

Rear Screened Porch Addition
1109 Prince Edward Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

This application is in regards to the construction of a new one-story screened porch at the
rear of the above address. An existing two-story screened porch would be removed.
Existing structure summary
The clients wish to remove an existing rear two-story screened porch. The bulk of the rear
elevation is obstructed by the neighboring structures and trees from both Prince Edward
Street and Lewis Street.
The structure is on a brick masonry crawl space at the front and a basement at the rear.
The residence is currently clad in vinyl siding with vinyl shutters and storm windows.
There is an existing basement access at the middle of the rear wall with the screened
porches built adjacent and above it. The residence was previously divided into two
apartments by floor.
General Summary of Work
The owners wish to return the structure into a single-family residence with various
renovations to the interior. The owners wish to remove the existing two-story screened
porch and basement access. The clients wish to construct a new larger one-story
screened porch with a new integrated basement areaway.
At the rear of the Main Floor, the existing exterior door and bathroom window will be
removed per the new Kitchen layout. The existing exterior door at the Upper Floor will be
removed and the wall will be infilled. The lower half of the existing opening will be
covered by the roof from the new screened porch. The new door at the Kitchen (beyond
the new screened porch) will be a wood clad atrium style door.
The new proposed screened porch has painted wood box columns with 30” high wood
painted panels and screens above. All wood elements will be painted. The screened porch
will be constructed on a new poured concrete foundation. The roof will be finished with
standing seam metal roofing.

Certificate of Appropriateness
1109 Prince Edward Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401
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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

It is the intention of the owner to leave and/or repair any vinyl siding modified during the
construction of the screened porch addition. The vinyl siding is present along the exterior
walls within the existing screened porches.
See attached photos of the existing screened porch and the current Google Street view
from Lewis Street. I have included the completed permit set for the proposed work for
your reference as well.
Please let me know if you require any additional information regarding the application for
this project.

Sincerely,

Melissa T. Colombo
Architect, NCARB AIA

Certificate of Appropriateness
1109 Prince Edward Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401
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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

Rear Elevation (Existing Rear Screened Porches)

Google Street view from Lewis Street (obstructed public view)
Certificate of Appropriateness
1109 Prince Edward Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401
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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

Google Street views (from Prince Edward Street)
Certificate of Appropriateness
1109 Prince Edward Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401
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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

1109 Prince Edward Street - GIS Property Map

Certificate of Appropriateness
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Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

1109 Prince Edward Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

Gould Renovation / Addition

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

Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

1109 Prince Edward Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

Gould Renovation / Addition

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

Melissa T. Colombo Architect, LLC

1109 Prince Edward Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

Gould Renovation / Addition

COA #_ FY23-0006

City of Fredericksburg Architectural Review Board
Record of Administrative Review – Signs/Murals
DATE OF APPLICATION:
ADDRESS OF PROJECT:
APPLICANT NAME:
✔

July 25, 2022

GPIN #:

7789-16-0016

FEE PAID ✔

1200 Caroline Street

Historic Fredericksburg Foundation, Inc.

Property Owner

Business Owner

Architect/Contractor

Other

PROJECT TYPE:
✔ Sign(s)

Mural(s)

Correction ordered by the Building Code Official

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
Complete supporting documentation received?

✔

YES

NO

The applicant proposes to install one freestanding sign at this location. An existing freestanding
metal sign post is located near the northeast front corner of the building, adjacent to the
sidewalk. An existing 2-foot tall by 3-foot wide sign hangs from the sign post. A new wood sign,
32 inches wide by 8 inches tall is proposed to hang from the bottom of the existing sign by two
hooks. The addition of the sign will reduce the clearance below the sign to less than 8 feet;
however, the basement access to the building is located immediately adjacent to the sign and
already blocks the pedestrian access. The addition of this hanging sign will not cause any further
impediment. The two signs together are well within the 42 square feet of signage permitted for
the property. The proposed sign is appropriate for the site and the district and complies with the
standards and guidelines. The sign should be approved as submitted.

RECOMMENDED ARB ACTION:

Approval of the certificate of appropriateness for the request as submitted.

August 8, 2022
ARB Meeting Date _____________________

Kate S. Schwartz

Zoning Administrator/Historic Resources Planner

08/03/2022
Date

Form updated 08/13/2021 by Zoning Administrator J. Newman

COA #_ FY23-0006
PROPERTY INFORMATION:
Construction Date: c.1749

Architectural Style: Federal

Character-Defining Features: Flemish bond brick construction; stone quoins at corners; front-gabled

roof with corbeled brick cornice; 6/6 and 9/6 double-hung sash windows; central entry with transom
Contributing to National Register Historic District? Yes
Previous Alterations/ARB Approvals: stabilization/restoration beginning in 1997; shed-roofed addition

in 2000; fences in 2002; sign post in 2002; exhaust fan in 2005
Additional Notes:

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. 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 updated 08/13/2021 by Zoning Administrator J. Newman
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S

D

NA

S – satisfies

D – does not satisfy

NA – not applicable

(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 Sign Guidelines from Chapter 6 Section A of the Historic District Design Guidelines:
Designs for signage in the Historic District should reflect the pedestrian scale of its historic resources. Signs should
be modest in size and addressed to pedestrians and slower vehicular traffic. Sign size regulations are imposed by the
Unified Development Ordinance (see City Code 72-59), and cannot be modified by the ARB. To maximize
effectiveness, every sign should be an integral, but noticeable, part of its building. In accordance with the need for
free speech, the content of signs is not regulated, but consideration is given to placement, materials, lighting, and
installation methods.

S

D

NA

S – satisfies

D – does not satisfy

NA – not applicable

1.

Signs must be designed to fit the architecture of the building and must not obstruct
important architectural elements or details.

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 must be verified with the Planning
Office.

4.

Signs should be located in traditional sign placement areas (cornice, sign-bands, transoms,
display windows, etc.).

5.

Signs should be constructed of traditional materials including wood, metal, glass, raised
individual letters, and painted letters on wood or glass. Newer materials such as high
density urethane, composites, or other synthetic materials may be appropriate for use as
well.

6.

Signs must be professionally designed and executed.

7.

Projecting signs must be mounted to provide at least eight feet of clearance between the
sidewalk and the bottom of the sign, and can project no more than 42 inches from the face
of the building.
Signs must be attached through the mortar joints of masonry buildings and not through the
face of the brick or stone.

8.

Form updated 08/13/2021 by Zoning Administrator J. Newman
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S

D

NA

S – satisfies
9.

D – does not satisfy

NA – not applicable

Signs should be lit using exterior lights directed on to the face of the sign, rather than
illuminated internally. Internal illumination may be considered on a case-by-case basis
where lighting is directed only through lettering and graphics rather than through the sign’s
background.

10. Animation, flashing or moving lights, and electronic variable message signs are not
permitted.
11. When using LED lights, it is recommended that applicants achieve a warm white tone,
generally 2500-3500K color temperature.

Applicable Mural Guidelines from Chapter 6 Section B of the Historic District Design Guidelines:
While in many ways similar to signs painted on walls, murals should be treated differently. Murals are artistic in
nature, and should not contain information advertising goods or services provided by a business, whether located
within the building on which the mural appears or elsewhere. As such, and with respect to the First Amendment, the
guidelines seek only to guide the media use, their execution, and the means of attachment to the building.
Applications are strongly encouraged to consider designs unique to Fredericksburg. Murals places on existing painted
surfaces do not require ARB review.

S

D

NA

S – satisfies

D – does not satisfy

NA – not applicable

1.

Murals must be painted on previously-painted surfaces or on removable material
attached to the wall and should not result in irreparable damage to historic materials.

2.

Murals painted on removable material should be installed on framing that allows water
to weep between the material and the wall.

3.

Murals should not obscure or distort the historic features of a building.

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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COA #_ FY23-0007

City of Fredericksburg Architectural Review Board
Record of Administrative Review – Signs/Murals
DATE OF APPLICATION:
ADDRESS OF PROJECT:
APPLICANT NAME:

July 26, 2022

GPIN #:

7789-15-6540

FEE PAID ✔

107 William Street

Sarah Degen

Property Owner

Business Owner

✔ Architect/Contractor

Other

PROJECT TYPE:
✔ Sign(s)

Mural(s)

Correction ordered by the Building Code Official

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
Complete supporting documentation received?

✔

YES

NO

The applicant proposes to install several signs for a new business in this commercial space. One
vinyl door decal, 22 inches wide by 31 inches in height will be located on the glazed entry door.
Three additional decals, 50 inches wide by 24.5 inches tall, 10 inches wide by 7.2 inches tall, and
13 inches wide by 9.5 inches tall, will be installed on the plate glass display windows. One
projecting sign will be installed adjacent to the front entry door. The 24-inch tall by 30-inch wide
routed HDU sign will hang from a square steel tube bracket that projects out from the building 40
inches. Eight feet of clearance will be provided between the sidewalk and the bottom edge of the
sign. The proposed signs account from 19.59 square feet of signage, which is within the
allowance of 54 square feet for the building. The signs are in accordance with the standards and
guidelines for the district and should be approved on condition that the bracket is attached into
the building's mortar joints.

RECOMMENDED ARB ACTION:

Approval of the certificate of appropriateness for the request on condition that the sign bracket is
attached through the building's mortar joints rather than through the brick faces.

August 8, 2022
ARB Meeting Date _____________________

Kate S. Schwartz

Zoning Administrator/Historic Resources Planner

08/03/2022
Date

Form updated 08/13/2021 by Zoning Administrator J. Newman

COA #_ FY23-0007
PROPERTY INFORMATION:
Construction Date: c.1920

Architectural Style: Colonial Revival

Character-Defining Features: Wide brick pilasters; parapet with concrete coping; stretcher bond brick

veneer with decorative soldier courses; large storefront windows
Contributing to National Register Historic District? Yes
Previous Alterations/ARB Approvals: Signs in 2020; all other alterations pre-date the ARB
Additional Notes: Originally constructed as an auto showroom/garage with garage entrances

between the brick pilasters; later filled in by smaller windows and doors.
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. 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 updated 08/13/2021 by Zoning Administrator J. Newman
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S

D

NA

S – satisfies

D – does not satisfy

NA – not applicable

(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 Sign Guidelines from Chapter 6 Section A of the Historic District Design Guidelines:
Designs for signage in the Historic District should reflect the pedestrian scale of its historic resources. Signs should
be modest in size and addressed to pedestrians and slower vehicular traffic. Sign size regulations are imposed by the
Unified Development Ordinance (see City Code 72-59), and cannot be modified by the ARB. To maximize
effectiveness, every sign should be an integral, but noticeable, part of its building. In accordance with the need for
free speech, the content of signs is not regulated, but consideration is given to placement, materials, lighting, and
installation methods.

S

D

NA

S – satisfies

D – does not satisfy

NA – not applicable

1.

Signs must be designed to fit the architecture of the building and must not obstruct
important architectural elements or details.

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 must be verified with the Planning
Office.

4.

Signs should be located in traditional sign placement areas (cornice, sign-bands, transoms,
display windows, etc.).

5.

Signs should be constructed of traditional materials including wood, metal, glass, raised
individual letters, and painted letters on wood or glass. Newer materials such as high
density urethane, composites, or other synthetic materials may be appropriate for use as
well.

6.

Signs must be professionally designed and executed.

7.

Projecting signs must be mounted to provide at least eight feet of clearance between the
sidewalk and the bottom of the sign, and can project no more than 42 inches from the face
of the building.
Signs must be attached through the mortar joints of masonry buildings and not through the
face of the brick or stone.

8.

Form updated 08/13/2021 by Zoning Administrator J. Newman
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S

D

NA

S – satisfies
9.

D – does not satisfy

NA – not applicable

Signs should be lit using exterior lights directed on to the face of the sign, rather than
illuminated internally. Internal illumination may be considered on a case-by-case basis
where lighting is directed only through lettering and graphics rather than through the sign’s
background.

10. Animation, flashing or moving lights, and electronic variable message signs are not
permitted.
11. When using LED lights, it is recommended that applicants achieve a warm white tone,
generally 2500-3500K color temperature.

Applicable Mural Guidelines from Chapter 6 Section B of the Historic District Design Guidelines:
While in many ways similar to signs painted on walls, murals should be treated differently. Murals are artistic in
nature, and should not contain information advertising goods or services provided by a business, whether located
within the building on which the mural appears or elsewhere. As such, and with respect to the First Amendment, the
guidelines seek only to guide the media use, their execution, and the means of attachment to the building.
Applications are strongly encouraged to consider designs unique to Fredericksburg. Murals places on existing painted
surfaces do not require ARB review.

S

D

NA

S – satisfies

D – does not satisfy

NA – not applicable

1.

Murals must be painted on previously-painted surfaces or on removable material
attached to the wall and should not result in irreparable damage to historic materials.

2.

Murals painted on removable material should be installed on framing that allows water
to weep between the material and the wall.

3.

Murals should not obscure or distort the historic features of a building.

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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COA FY22-0069

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD
Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner
August 3, 2022 (for the August 8, 2022 meeting)
Certificate of Appropriateness for exterior alteration at
1320 Caroline Street

ISSUE
Gale Miller and Judith Burke-Miller request to construct a two-story addition attached to the rear
elevation of this single-family residence.
RECOMMENDATION
Approval of the certificate of appropriateness for the request in accordance with the revised drawings
dated July 29, 2022.
APPLICABLE HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES
9. L. Additions
1. Additions should be subordinate in size to the primary building and as inconspicuous as possible.
2. Locate additions to the rear or side of the original building.
3. Additions should not visually overpower the existing structure.
4. Careful attention must be paid where the roofs of additions interact with the roof of the
building to which the addition is being made. The roofs of new additions should not interrupt or
obscure significant characteristics of the existing roof.
5. 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.
6. Additions should be constructed so as not to impair the essential form and integrity of the
original building.
7. A successful addition to a corner building will require the development of a secondary facade
that continues or complements the material used on the original portion of the building, and
include properly detailed and scaled windows and, in some cases, a door or doors. A blind wall
facing a street on a corner addition will not be approved.
DISCUSSION
The ARB opened a public hearing on this application on July 11, 2022. No public comments were
received. Board members expressed concerns about the scale of the proposed addition and its
compatibility with the character of the existing residence. A work session was scheduled for July 25 for
further evaluation and discussion. At the work session, the architect provided revised drawings that
showed an overall reduction in height. Additional discussion focused on the symmetry of the addition
walls, the detailing of windows and other elements, and the roof profile. The architect submitted a new
set of revised drawings on July 29 that incorporate the following modifications:

1
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•
•
•
•

The high and low corner windows have been moved toward the corner resulting in more narrow
trim.
The chimney is no longer stepped back.
The sections built over the existing roof have been modified to allow a minor reconfiguration of
the roof configuration.
The width of some of the corner boards was reduced.

The proposed addition is clearly differentiated from the original residence, does not impair its original
form, and is designed to be entirely reversible. The proposal should be approved in accordance with the
revised drawings.
Discussion from the July 11, 2022 Meeting
This two-story residence was constructed c.1888 and displays elements of the Greek Revival style. Two
stories in height and topped by a side-gabled roof clad in standing seam metal, the dwelling rests on a
solid brick foundation and is clad in weatherboard. A molded cornice runs beneath the eaves and a pent
roof spans the façade above the first story. The central entry door is topped by a ten-light transom and
flanked by large louvered shutters. A one-story addition extends from the rear wall. Twelve-over twelve
double-hung sash windows are located on the first floor of the façade and two-over-two double-hung
wood sash are located on the second floor. This is a contributing structure in the Historic District.
The applicant proposes to construct an addition extending from the rear elevation of the residence. A
portion of the two-story addition will rise from the roof of the existing one-story section and will be
topped by a hipped roof. An asymmetrical hip transitions into the existing shed roof. The main two-story
mass of the addition is topped by a cross-gabled roof and aligns with the side walls of the existing
residence. The ridge line of the addition rises above the ridge line of the original residence. Due to the
setback of the addition, the greater height would not be visible from Caroline Street, but would be from
the side street as this is a corner lot.
A small inset entry porch is located on the north side elevation where the addition and new structure
meet and the Hawke Street elevation is detailed as a secondary facade. An exterior brick chimney
bumps out on the south side elevation. The addition is clad in a lapped siding with two different
exposures and a mix of one-over-one and casement windows is typical. Metal roofing is proposed to top
the structure. No alterations are proposed to the original structure.
While the configuration of massing that steps up to the new addition clearly differentiates it as new
construction and limits the impact on the original portion, the scale of the new addition does not appear
subordinate. This is a corner property and the greater height and massing of the new section will be
clearly visible. It is recommended that the overall height and the eave height be reduced to a level that
matches or is lower than the original portion. The two-story mass of the addition is also wider than the
two-story original portion when viewed from Hawke Street and visually overpowers the original. The
applicant should consider design alternatives that reduce the overall scale in order to comply with the
district guidelines. Material specifications will need to be provided for all elements including siding, trim,
2
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windows, doors, foundation, and roofing. The Board may choose to schedule a work session with the
applicant in addition to continuing the application to the August 8 meeting.
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,
design, color, texture, and other visual qualities. Replacement of missing
X
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
destroy significant historical, architectural, or cultural material, and such
X
design is compatible with the size, scale, color, material, and character of
the property, neighborhood, or environment.
3
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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 view of façade
2. View from Hawke Street
3. Plans and Elevations dated July 29, 2022
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MATERIALS LIST

NOTE: ALL EXISTING CONSTR
IN PLACE AND/OR BE REPAIR

MATERIALS LIST
NOTE: ALL EXISTING CONSTRUCTION INCLUDING THE RESIDENCE AND FENCING TO REMAIN
IN PLACE AND/OR BE REPAIRED OR REPLACED WITH LIKE MATERIALS AS NECESSARY
ALL FOUNDATION AND CHIMNEY: BRICK
ALL SIDING: HARDIPLANK SIDING, PAINTED
ALL TRIM: SYNTHETIC PLANK, PAINTED
ALL WINDOWS: METAL CLAD WITH WOOD INTERIOR, DOUBLE HUNG, NO DIVISIONS/SDL
ALL GUTTERS/DOWNSPOUT: METAL HALF-ROUND GUTTERS WITH CUSTOM METAL
COLLECTION BOXES AND ROUND DOWNSPOUTS
· ALL ROOF: STANDING SEAM FIELD-CRIMPED METAL ROOFING
· NEW PORCH FACING HAWKE STREET:
O DECK & STEPS: PRESSURE TREATED WOOD
5 1/4" EXPOSURE SIDING
O NEW EXTERIOR DOOR: WOOD 6-PANEL DOOR
O CEILING: 1X4 T&G WOOD, PAINTED
LOCK SEAM
O CURVED WALL: 1X4 T&G WOOD, PAINTED
METAL ROOFING
·
·
·
·
·

NOTE: EXTEND SILLS ON ALL
NEW WINDOWS TO RECEIVE
JAMB TRIM

+27'-0"
ABOVE GRADE
4" EXPOSURE
SIDING

6" CORNER
BOARD/TRIM

8" TRIM

7 1/4"
EXPOSURE
SIDING
4" CORNER
BOARD/TRIM

6" CORNER
BOARD
8" HEAD TRIM

6" JAMB TRIM

CURVED T&G WOOD,
PAINTED

EXISTING STRUCTURE

EXISTING
FENCE

NEW CONSTRUCTION

HAWKE ST (NORTH) ELEVATION
SCALE: 3/16" = 1'-0"

MATERIALS LIST
NOTE: ALL EXISTING CONSTRUCTION INCLUDING THE RESIDENCE AND FENCING TO REMAIN
IN PLACE AND/OR BE REPAIRED OR REPLACED WITH LIKE MATERIALS AS NECESSARY
ALL FOUNDATION AND CHIMNEY: BRICK
ALL SIDING: HARDIPLANK SIDING, PAINTED
ALL TRIM: SYNTHETIC PLANK, PAINTED
ALL WINDOWS: METAL CLAD WITH WOOD INTERIOR, DOUBLE HUNG, NO DIVISIONS/SDL
ALL GUTTERS/DOWNSPOUT: METAL HALF-ROUND GUTTERS WITH CUSTOM METAL
COLLECTION BOXES AND ROUND DOWNSPOUTS
· ALL ROOF: STANDING SEAM FIELD-CRIMPED METAL ROOFING
· NEW PORCH FACING HAWKE STREET:
O DECK & STEPS: PRESSURE TREATED WOOD
O NEW EXTERIOR DOOR: WOOD 6-PANEL DOOR
O CEILING: 1X4 T&G WOOD, PAINTED
O CURVED WALL: 1X4 T&G WOOD, PAINTED
·
·
·
·
·

NOTE: EXTEND SILLS ON ALL
NEW WINDOWS TO RECEIVE
JAMB TRIM
7 1/4" EXPOSURE SIDING

LOCK SEAM
METAL ROOFING
+27'-0"
ABOVE GRADE

6" CORNER
BOARD/TRIM

8" TRIM

4" EXPOSURE
SIDING

8" HEAD TRIM
6" JAMB TRIM
7 1/4"
EXPOSURE
SIDING

4" CORNER
BOARD/TRIM
6" CORNER
BOARD

8" HEAD TRIM

3'-6"

3'-6"

6" JAMB TRIM

BRICK
CHIMNEY
NEW CONSTRUCTION

DOWNSPOUT

NEW WOOD DOUBLE HUNG WINDOW WITH 6/6 SIMULATED
MULLIONS CUT INTO EXISTING WALL, TRIM TO MATCH
SIMILAR EXISTING WINDOW ON HAWKE ST ELEVATION
EXISTING STRUCTURE

SOUTH ELEVATION
SCALE: 3/16" = 1'-0"

MATERIALS LIST
NOTE: ALL EXISTING CONSTRUCTION INCLUDING THE RESIDENCE AND FENCING TO REMAIN
IN PLACE AND/OR BE REPAIRED OR REPLACED WITH LIKE MATERIALS AS NECESSARY
ALL FOUNDATION AND CHIMNEY: BRICK
ALL SIDING: HARDIPLANK SIDING, PAINTED
ALL TRIM: SYNTHETIC PLANK, PAINTED
ALL WINDOWS: METAL CLAD WITH WOOD INTERIOR, DOUBLE HUNG, NO DIVISIONS/SDL
ALL GUTTERS/DOWNSPOUT: METAL HALF-ROUND GUTTERS WITH CUSTOM METAL
COLLECTION BOXES AND ROUND DOWNSPOUTS
· ALL ROOF: STANDING SEAM FIELD-CRIMPED METAL ROOFING
· NEW PORCH FACING HAWKE STREET:
O DECK & STEPS: PRESSURE TREATED WOOD
O NEW EXTERIOR DOOR: WOOD 6-PANEL DOOR
O CEILING: 1X4 T&G WOOD, PAINTED
O CURVED WALL: 1X4 T&G WOOD, PAINTED
·
·
·
·
·

NOTE: EXTEND SILLS ON ALL
NEW WINDOWS TO RECEIVE
JAMB TRIM

NEW CHIMNEY
AND ROOF
BEYOND

LOCK SEAM
METAL ROOFING

LOCK SEAM
METAL ROOFING

+27'-0"
ABOVE GRADE

8" TRIM

8" HEAD TRIM

7 1/4"
EXPOSURE
SIDING

6" JAMB TRIM

6" CORNER
BOARD

BRICK
CHIMNEY

DOWNSPOUT

AREA CONCEALED BY EXISTING
6' FENCE ALONG HAWKE ST

EXISTING STRUCTURE - NO CHANGES

REAR (WEST) ELEVATION

CAROLINE ST (EAST) ELEVATION
SCALE: 3/16" = 1'-0"

SCALE: 3/16" = 1'-0"

MATERIALS LIST
NOTE: ALL EXISTING CONSTRUCTION INCLUDING THE RESIDENCE AND FENCING TO REMAIN
IN PLACE AND/OR BE REPAIRED OR REPLACED WITH LIKE MATERIALS AS NECESSARY
ALL FOUNDATION AND CHIMNEY: BRICK
ALL SIDING: HARDIPLANK SIDING, PAINTED
ALL TRIM: SYNTHETIC PLANK, PAINTED
ALL WINDOWS: METAL CLAD WITH WOOD INTERIOR, DOUBLE HUNG, NO DIVISIONS/SDL
ALL GUTTERS/DOWNSPOUT: METAL HALF-ROUND GUTTERS WITH CUSTOM METAL
COLLECTION BOXES AND ROUND DOWNSPOUTS
· ALL ROOF: STANDING SEAM FIELD-CRIMPED METAL ROOFING
· NEW PORCH FACING HAWKE STREET:
O DECK & STEPS: PRESSURE TREATED WOOD
O NEW EXTERIOR DOOR: WOOD 6-PANEL DOOR
BRICK
O CEILING: 1X4 T&G WOOD, PAINTED
CHIMNEY
O CURVED WALL: 1X4 T&G WOOD, PAINTED
·
·
·
·
·

NOTE: EXTEND SILLS ON ALL
NEW WINDOWS TO RECEIVE
JAMB TRIM
LOCK SEAM
METAL ROOFING

+27'-0"
ABOVE GRADE
5 1/4" EXPOSURE SIDING
5 1/4" EXPOSURE SIDING
7 1/4" EXPOSURE
SIDING
6" CORNER BOARD/TRIM

6" CORNER BOARD

6" CORNER BOARD/TRIM
4" CORNER BOARD/TRIM

4" CORNER BOARD/TRIM

4" EXPOSURE SIDING

4" EXPOSURE SIDING

STAINED GLASS WINDOW

MASS OF EXISTING
1-STORY PORTION OF
STRUCTURE TO REMAIN

CENTER ELEVATION (LOOKING WEST)
SCALE: 3/16" = 1'-0"
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD
Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner
August 3, 2022 (for the August 8, 2022 meeting)
Certificate of Appropriateness for exterior alteration at
1301 Prince Edward Street

ISSUE
Robert and Julia Lang request to alter the masonry railing surrounding the rooftop patio over the garage
at this single-family residence.
RECOMMENDATION
Continuation of the request to allow the applicant to consider design alternatives that are in keeping
with the historic materials and design of the garage in accordance with chapter 3.E. of the Historic
District Design Guidelines.
APPLICABLE HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES
3. E. Existing Buildings: Porches & Entries
1. Retain original or historic character-defining porches since these are often critical to the design
integrity of the building.
2. Do not remove or radically change entrances and porches important to the building’s overall
historic character. Front and side porches are architecturally more ornate than utilitarian back
porches.
3. The entire porch should only be replaced if it is too deteriorated to repair or is completely
missing. Replacements should match the original as much as possible.
10. New balusters and railings should be simple in design and constructed of materials that will be
compatible with the existing historic materials of the porch.
DISCUSSION
This residence was constructed by George P. King in 1925 in the Colonial Revival style. Two-and-one-half
stories in height and topped by a side-gabled roof, the wood-framed dwelling is clad in vinyl siding and
rests on a poured concrete foundation. The original slate roof was replaced by synthetic slate in 1998,
though natural slate remains on the three front-gabled dormers above the façade. A projecting cornice
with modillions and cornice returns tops the façade and a portico supported by Tuscan columns is
centered on this wall. The single entry door is topped by a fanlight with leaded glass tracery and
sidelights over panels flank the paneled door. One-over-one double-hung sash windows are typical. A
gable-roofed porch extends from the south-facing elevation and a one-story concrete garage extends to
the north. This is a contributing structure in the Historic District.
The applicant proposes to replace the railing surrounding the patio area on top of the garage. The onestory concrete garage extending from the raised basement of the residence is original to the house and
appears on the 1927 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map. A low concrete wall with rectangular openings, solid
corners, and a continuous brick cap surrounds the rooftop patio. The wall ranges in height from 24 to 27
1
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inches due to a three-inch slope in the garage roof for drainage. The applicant has requested to remove
the wall primarily due to safety concerns because of the low height, but also because of the
deteriorated condition of the concrete. The applicant has noted that the wall does not comply with the
current building code for railing heights. While there is no requirement to bring this existing historic
property into compliance with the code, the desire for safe use of this portion of the home is a
reasonable request that should be taken into consideration.
The applicant has explored options to retrofit the existing wall by installing a metal railing on top of the
wall, but would prefer replacement because the retrofit does not address the width of the openings in
the existing wall. Mounting a new railing into the existing wall could be destructive and result in further
deterioration of the concrete. The applicant’s preferred option is a new railing with a Chippendale
pattern in wood, metal, or a composite material.
The concrete construction of the garage, including the wall surrounding the patio, appears to be an
original historic feature of this 1925 home. The condition of the wall and the need for safe use of the
patio area appear to warrant the installation of a taller protective railing; however, the design of the
replacement should be consistent with the material and design of this original feature. It is
recommended that the applicant explore a design that is more in keeping with the original features,
including concrete construction, while meeting the greater height and reduced opening sizes needed for
safety. The Historic District guidelines call for materials and design to be consistent with the historic
elements, and the proposed replacement design does not meet this requirement.
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.
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X

X

X
X

X

X

(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. 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
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
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)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 view of façade
2. Project description
3. Photographs of existing conditions
4. Proposed railing design
5. Retrofit design concept
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Previously considered retrofit design (not the current requested design).
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD
Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner
August 3, 2022 (for the August 8, 2022 meeting)
Certificate of Appropriateness for exterior alteration at
312 William Street

ISSUE
Jeff Morin requests to construct a one-story kitchen addition at the rear of this commercial building.
RECOMMENDATION
Approval of the certificate of appropriateness for the request as submitted on condition that the siding
has a smooth finish and the parapet will fully screen any rooftop equipment.
APPLICABLE HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES
9. L. New Construction: Additions
1. Additions should be subordinate in size to the primary building and as inconspicuous as possible.
2. Locate additions to the rear or side of the original building.
3. Additions should not visually overpower the existing structure.
4. Careful attention must be paid where the roofs of additions interact with the roof of the
building to which the addition is being made. The roofs of new additions should not interrupt or
obscure significant characteristics of the existing roof.
5. 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.
6. Additions should be constructed so as not to impair the essential form and integrity of the
original building.
DISCUSSION
This building was constructed c.1818 by Robert Ellis and is an excellent, well-preserved example of a
Federal-style dwelling. The two-and-one-half story, five-bay building is constructed of brick laid in
Flemish bond and rests on a solid foundation. The building is topped by an asphalt-shingle clad, sidegabled roof, and two front-gabled dormers with six-over-six sash windows rise from the front roof slope.
Fenestration includes nine-over-nine sash on the second floor and six-over-nine, double-hung, wood
sash on the first floor. The windows are framed by wood architrave moldings and splayed brick lintels.
Two, single-leaf, paneled, nine-light wood doors are located on the first floor. Each is accessed by stone
stoops with wrought-iron railings and topped by tracery transoms and splayed brick lintels. A third door
provides access to a passageway to the rear of the property. This is a contributing structure in the
Historic District.
The applicant proposes to construct a one-story kitchen addition at the rear of the building in order to
convert this building to use as a restaurant. The addition will extend to the southwest rear corner of the
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lot, extending from the rear wall of an existing shed-roofed one-story addition and wrapping the corner
of the existing historic carriage house. The addition is visible from William Street looking west. The
visible portion of the addition will be clad in lapped fiber cement siding with wood trim. Wood panels
form a parapet at the tops of the visible walls. The three-foot parapet will obscure mechanical
equipment on the membrane-clad roof behind. The central door will be a solid smooth painted wood
door.
While the new addition abuts the historic carriage house and the neighboring property on the west side,
it will be a freestanding structure with no attachment to the existing buildings. The construction is
reversible, will not adversely impact any historic features, and uses materials and details that are
compatible with the character of the site and the district. Approval should be granted on condition that
the siding has a smooth finish and the parapet will fully screen any rooftop equipment.
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,
design, color, texture, and other visual qualities. Replacement of missing
X
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.
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(7) The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest
means possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will
damage the historic building materials shall not be undertaken.
(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)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 view of façade
2. Views from William Street
3. Plans and elevations
4. 3D Rendering
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View from William Street
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ADDITION & ALTERATIONS
312 WILLIAM STREET
FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA

ADDITION
NEW
KITCHEN

JOHN J. BURGER, P.C.
ARCHITECT

EXISTING

NEW WALL

DINING ROOM

FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA
(540) 371-8356

EXISTING
AREA
WAY

DATE: 11 JULY '22

(30 SEATS)
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1/8" = 1'-0"
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12'-0"

CONT. GUTTER
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REAR ELEVATION

LEFT SIDE ELEVATION

1/8" = 1'-0"

1/8" = 1'-0"

ADDITION & ALTERATIONS
312 WILLIAM STREET
FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA

JOHN J. BURGER, P.C.
ARCHITECT
FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA
(540) 371-8356

DATE: 11 JULY '22

EXISTING
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HOUSE

EXISTING
STRUCTURE
BEYOND

EXISTING
HOUSE

EXISTING
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ADDITION -- HARDIE PLANK SIDING; FLUSH WD.
PANELING; AND WOOD TRIM (ALL PAINTED)

