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MINUTES OF THE HISTORICAL AFFAIRS AND LANDMARK REVIEW BOARD 

Wednesday, April 17, 2019  

2100 Clarendon Boulevard 

Lobby Rooms Cherry and Dogwood 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Charles Craig 

Omari Davis 

Robert Dudka 

Sarah Garner, Vice Chairman 

Jennie Gwin 

Gerry Laporte 

Sara Steinberger  

Mark Turnbull 

Andrew Wenchel 

Richard Woodruff, Chairman 

 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Carmela Hamm 

Joan Lawrence  

 

STAFF:   Cynthia Liccese-Torres, Historic Preservation Coordinator 

Angelina Jones, Historic Preservation Planner 

Serena Bolliger, Historic Preservation Specialist  

     

ROLL CALL & CALL TO ORDER 

 

The Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:30 PM. Ms. Jones called the roll and determined 

there was a quorum.  

 

APPROVAL OF THE MARCH 20, 2019, MEETING MINUTES  

 

The Chairman called for any changes to the March 20, 2019, draft meeting minutes. There were 

no comments. Ms. Gwin moved to approve the draft minutes and Mr. Wenchel seconded the 

motion. The motion passed, 8-0-2, with Mr. Craig and Mr. Turnbull abstaining.  

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS FOR CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS (CoAs) 

 

CONSENT AGENDA 

 

The Chairman asked if there were any public speakers and there were none present. The 

Chairman announced there were three items on the consent agenda, but moved CoA 19-08 to the 

discussion agenda at Mr. Laporte’s request; this left two applications on the consent agenda: 
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  1) Joseph and Anissa Brennan 

   3435 8th Street South 

   CoA 19-07 (HP1900017) 

   Alcova Historic District 

Request to screen in an existing side porch, which will include adding 

wood framing and a pair of wood engaged columns to the design of the 

porch. 

 

  2) Cherrydale Volunteer Fire Department 

   3900 Lee Highway 

   CoA 19-09 (HP1900019) 

   Cherrydale Volunteer Fire House Historic District 

Request to modify and replace the existing sign on the building along 

North Pollard Street. 

 

The Chairman called for any questions or comments on the consent agenda. There were none. 

The Vice Chairman moved to approve the consent agenda except for CoA 19-08. Mr. Davis 

seconded, and the motion passed unanimously, 10-0. 

 

DISCUSSION AGENDA 

 

The Chairman said there were two items on the discussion agenda and that Historic Preservation 

Program (HPP) staff would represent both cases in the absence of the applicants. 

  

1)       Arlington County Department of Parks and Recreation 

      2411 24th Street North 

      CoA 19-08 (HP1900018)  

     Fort C.F. Smith Historic District 

Request to remove and replace four existing metal signs at Fort C.F. Smith 

Park with updated aluminum signs. 

 

2) Asghar Shahmoradi and Maryam Amiryan 

2337 North Fillmore Street 

CoA 19-06 (HP1900016) 

Maywood Historic District 

Request to infill the rear portion of the existing carport to create additional 

living space. 

 

Discussion Agenda Item #1: 2411 24th Street North  

 

Mr. Laporte expressed surprise at the blue and white color scheme of proposed signage for Fort 

C.F. Smith. He noted that the existing signage is brown and white, which is typical for 

environmentally sensitive areas and more appropriate for this historic district. He stated that the 

brown and white signage is less noticeable and therefore preferable to the bright blue of the 

proposed signage, which could constitute sign pollution at the site.  
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Ms. Jones answered that while she was unsure of why the Department of Parks and Recreation 

(DPR) chose the blue color for the signage, it appeared to be consistent with the County blue, 

which may have been a factor in their decision. She also noted that while the style of the signs 

was consistent with other County parks, the colors differed between sites which indicated that 

there was some consideration of site specificity that influenced DPR’s signage designs. Ms. 

Liccese-Torres added that the HALRB does not generally regulate color. 

 

Mr. Dudka stated that the color was not discussed at DRC and he was under the impression that 

the color was consistent across parks. He then related that the DRC had discussed the tilted 

orientation of the proposed signage and whether that was appropriate for the historic district. He 

concluded by reiterating that the color of the signs was not addressed at DRC. 

 

Ms. Steinberger commented she was not concerned that the color would be too bright given the 

design is meant to draw people’s attention to the historic resource and that the HALRB typically 

considers color to be outside of its purview. 

 

Ms. Liccese-Torres and Ms. Jones pointed out that the signs would be located along 24th Street 

North and would not be sited within the park itself.  

 

Mr. Laporte asked if a public process had led to the change in the color of the signs and if this 

was the first site where DPR used this color scheme. He observed this color change as a form of 

sign pollution unless DPR had a good reason for changing the color. In his opinion, sign 

pollution was within the purview of the HALRB.  

 

Ms. Liccese-Torres reiterated that while DPR was amenable to the HALRB review process and 

had expressed a willingness to modify their design, there was no previous discussion of the color 

of the signs by the DRC or at the staff level. She asserted that from staff’s perspective, the 

purview of the HALRB was to review the content and location of the signs, but not the color.  

 

Mr. Laporte asked if DPR’s timeline would be disrupted if the HALRB deferred consideration of 

the application until May. Ms. Jones said she did not know DPR’s timeline for installation. 

 

Mr. Dudka expressed that the DRC had recommended approval of the design because it was 

better for the signage to be consistent across the parks, but since the color appears to be site 

specific rather than uniform that it was appropriate for the HALRB to further discuss this 

element of the design before voting on the CoA application. He added that typically the HALRB 

does not consider color because it reviews proposals for work on private property; since this is 

work proposed on public land, a more stringent level of review would be appropriate. The 

Chairman expressed his agreement. 

 

Ms. Gwin stated that the current graphic design of the proposed signs would not lend itself to the 

brown and white color scheme and therefore the objection raised by Mr. Laporte likely would 

impact the overall design beyond the color scheme. 
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Mr. Laporte moved that the HALRB delay consideration of the application until the May 

HALRB hearing. Mr. Craig seconded the motion. The motion passed 8-2-0, with Ms. Steinberger 

and Mr. Turnbull opposed. 

 

Discussion Agenda Item #2: 2337 North Fillmore Street  

 

Ms. Jones explained that although there had been a CoA application for this same property at the 

November 2018 HALRB meeting, the current proposal is a related but separate application. The 

November 2018 application was a request by the owners for the HALRB to recommend approval 

of a setback modification to the Zoning Administrator to allow for infill of the existing carport. 

The HALRB denied that request. The current application is for a design proposal to infill a 

portion of the existing carport provided that the applicants can obtain a setback modification 

from the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA).  

 

Ms. Jones described that the applicants submitted an initial design at both the January and 

February DRC meetings, but withdrew their application following the February DRC. They then 

submitted a new application with a modified design for the April review cycle, the main 

difference being that the new proposal sets the carport infill back 11’-6” from the primary plane 

of the front elevation while the initial design called for the infill to be along the primary façade. 

Ms. Jones continued, stating that staff would not have recommended approval of the original 

application; however, the revised design set at the back half of the existing carport is consistent 

with the Maywood Design Guidelines, which state that additions should not be prominently 

visible from the street. She concluded by observing that this is a non-contributing property in the 

Maywood Historic District and that the proposed design does not alter the scale or massing of the 

existing house and therefore the addition would not have a negative impact on the architectural 

character of the district.      

 

Mr. Dudka said the DRC reviewed the design for this property several times and that the current 

design iteration was a clear improvement because the effect of setting the infill back nearly 12 

feet from the front elevation conveys a similar effect as the carport does from the street. He also 

explained that along the side elevation, there is currently a screen on the back third; although the 

design calls for increasing this area to the back half of the carport, the overall effect is very 

similar. The DRC therefore agreed that this was an appropriate method of infilling the existing 

carport and the proposed design preserves the feeling of this space as a carport.  

 

Mr. Dudka pointed out that the posts detail on the first-floor plan did not match what was 

discussed at the DRC and that he was under the impression the infill would be set back the full 

depth of the post. Ms. Jones responded she would need to speak with the applicants about 

modifying this detail and Mr. Dudka said that the HALRB should require this adjustment as part 

of its motion. 

 

Ms. Jones added that the applicant would still need a BZA variance before obtaining a building 

permit for the infill. She further explained that the DRC and HPP staff discussed having the 

applicants submit construction documentation for further review after they obtained their 

variance. Mr. Dudka clarified that the BZA also likely would be interested in the post detail and 

that it would be in the applicants’ interest to revise the detail before going to the BZA. 
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The Chairman asked if the Board members had any comments. Mr. Dudka asked for clarification 

on the expected HALRB action. Ms. Jones responded that the level of documentation submitted 

by the applicants was conceptual, but that the DRC and HPP staff felt that it was complete 

enough for them to move forward to the BZA to apply for a setback modification. She concluded 

by explaining that the HALRB could conditionally approve the CoA application, contingent on 

the BZA approval of the setback modification and subsequent review of the construction 

drawings by the DRC and/or the HALRB. 

 

Mr. Craig stated he thought it was most appropriate for the construction drawings to be reviewed 

by the DRC before being sent to the HALRB for a final approval of the finished design. The 

Chairman asked if the construction documentation needed to come back to the HALRB and Mr. 

Dudka responded that he thought it should, but it could be on the consent agenda. 

 

Ms. Jones explained that the applicants would not be scheduled for the BZA until June and 

therefore the construction drawings likely would not be reviewed by the DRC until August at the 

earliest. Ms. Liccese-Torres commented that a conditional approval from the HALRB would 

give the applicants enough assurance of the HALRB’s support to move forward to the BZA.  

 

The Chairman moved that the HALRB give conditional approval of the CoA application 

contingent upon subsequent approval by the Arlington BZA and subsequent approval of 

construction drawings by the DRC and the HALRB. He then stated that this is a non-contributing 

house in the Maywood Historic District and the proposed partial enclosure of the carport would 

not be a prominently visible alteration on the front elevation, thus meeting the intent of Chapter 

6: New Additions/Buildings of the Maywood Design Guidelines.  

 

Mr. Dudka proposed an amendment to the motion, stating the detail on the proposed first floor 

plan should expose the full depth of the post as opposed to the one and one-eighth inch depth 

shown on the drawings. The Chairman accepted the amendment. Mr. Davis seconded. The 

motion passed unanimously 10-0. 

 

Discussion Agenda Item: Clarendon War Memorial Interpretive Project: Review of draft 

historic marker for the Korean War 

 

Ms. Liccese-Torres gave a brief overview of the project and explained that the HPP staff 

intended to finalize all HALRB reviews no later than the July meeting, leaving the rest of the 

summer and early fall to complete fabrication and installation before a November unveiling. She 

reminded those assembled that Ms. Jones shared public comments submitted prior to the meeting 

via email and had hard copies to share with Board members. Ms. Jones added that the name of 

each conflict will be cut into the frames that hold the panels, which was why the name of the 

conflict was not included in the graphic layout of the panel itself.  

 

The Chairman invited public speaker, Allison Finkelstein, to the table. Ms. Finkelstein expressed 

that the overall graphic design of the panels was good and that the content was well organized to 

appeal to a variety of viewers. While aware that there is a limited amount of space on the panels 

for written content, she suggested that the focus of the narrative needed to improve. Ms. 
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Finkelstein suggested the HPP staff create an overarching theme or thesis that connected the 

narratives of all the conflicts. She described the theme discussed by the County’s World War I 

Task Force as being the assertion that it is possible to learn more about Arlington County 

through the successive conflicts that its veterans served in.  

 

Ms. Finkelstein suggested that some of the information about individual soldiers in the third 

section of the panel be integrated into the second section. Further, it should be clearly stated at 

the beginning of the second section how Executive Order 9981, which desegregated the military, 

impacted Arlington County. 

 

Mr. Laporte was critical of the way race was discussed in the panels. He suggested staff find a 

different way to include a discussion of race in the military during the Korean War that did not 

specifically identify the race of each of the veterans discussed on the panels. Ms. Finkelstein 

stated that she agreed and repeated that it may be beneficial to reorganize the text by combining 

sections two and three. Ms. Liccese-Torres remarked that the other panels have a similar 

organization to the Korean War panels and that if staff reorganized this content, then it would be 

inconsistent with the style of the other markers. Ms. Finkelstein countered by observing that the 

main objective for the panels should be to create a cohesive narrative and that this may 

necessitate cutting the length of the text. 

 

Ms. Liccese-Torres asked if Board members had any remarks in reaction to Mr. Berne’s written 

comments. Mr. Laporte asked if this was in fact the first conflict with a desegregated military. 

Ms. Bolliger and Ms. Jones responded that although technically the military was desegregated [at 

this time], it still remained functionally segregated in many areas. Ms. Jones continued by 

explaining that it was staff’s understanding that what commenters have objected to is the way 

race was being called out in the text, not that race was being discussed. She further clarified that 

it was also staff’s intention to address concerns expressed by County leadership that if the text 

does not identify the race of veterans, then readers could assume that the veterans are white. It is 

important that staff accurately represent the people who served. However, since staff was unable 

to obtain photographs of most of the service members and could not verify addresses of the 

people of color discussed on the panel (which is a proxy for discussing race since neighborhoods 

were segregated in Arlington at that time), they opted to directly mention race in the narrative. 

Ms. Jones concluded by saying that staff was open to suggestions to change how race is 

explained in the narrative, but it is important to demonstrate that despite an executive order 

formally desegregating the military, there were still many barriers to people of color to serve in 

combat beyond the infantry. The Chairman expressed that the panels should state that distinction 

directly. Ms. Steinberger agreed and supported blending the description of the executive order 

with the profiles of the Arlingtonian servicemen.  

Ms. Steinberger inquired about the image marked as “placeholder” in the layout. Ms. Jones 

explained that the image would cost money to obtain and given the cost of construction, there 

likely would not be money in the budget to buy the rights to this image.  

 

Mr. Dudka asked if all the people from Arlington who died in the Korean War were represented 

on the panel and asserted that if not, the text should make it clear that this is just a few of the 

casualties from Arlington. Mr. Laporte agreed that staff should connect the panel to the nearby 

memorial and try to explain the selection of those who served. Ms. Bolliger explained that staff 
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selected who was profiled on the panels based on the availability of information about each 

person.  

 

Ms. Gwin stated that while she did not think that the information about Interstate 66 was 

necessary, the information in the first section of the panel was generally important to orient 

readers to the state of the County during the war. Ms. Gwin and Ms. Finkelstein suggested 

connecting the population growth discussed in this section to the federal government increasing 

staff during the Korean War. 

 

Mr. Dudka suggested several adjustments to the alignment of the photos and text. The Vice 

Chairman discussed ways to modify the color blocks on the panels. Ms. Gwin asked if it was 

possible to make the aerial photograph larger so it would be more legible to viewers. 

 

Ms. Finkelstein asked if the American Legion had any photos of veterans from after the conflict 

that could be used. Ms. Bolliger responded that she received records from the American Legion, 

but that the photos were generally of events and did not depict specific veterans. 

 

Mr. Dudka asked if the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) was established 

around the time of the Korean War and suggested that this would be a very good connection to 

make between Arlington and military infrastructure.  

 

Ms. Steinberger commented that if staff was going to include two images of the airport on the 

panels, that the main narrative should address the airport directly. Ms. Finkelstein suggested that 

the images of buildings and infrastructure in Arlington should be swapped out because they are 

not related to the major interpretive theme; Mr. Laporte agreed. Ms. Finkelstein suggested 

including images of the headstones of Arlingtonians who died in service instead. The Vice 

Chairman disagreed, observing that even if the image is more relevant, that the information does 

not provide readers with a deeper understanding of Arlington County during the war. Ms. 

Steinberger expressed agreement with the Vice Chairman. 

 

Ms. Jones asked the HALRB if they had any suggestions for places to find high resolution 

photos in the public domain. Mr. Craig suggested looking for a photo of the Naval Support 

Facility, which was used as a radio station during the Korean War. The HALRB asked for a list 

of the images that would cost money for staff to obtain and the associated costs. Ms. Gwin stated 

that considering the high cost of fabrication of the frames and panels, it would be unfortunate not 

to spend the extra money on photos that would improve the quality of the panels considerably.  

 

 

Reports of the Chairman and Staff:  

 

Chairman’s Report: The Chairman invited Ms. Liccese-Torres to discuss the proposed changes 

to the National Register of Historic Places designation process. Ms. Liccese-Torres explained 

that the Virginia State Historic Preservation Office (VA SHPO) is opposed to the proposed 

changes and has asked Certified Local Governments in Virginia to submit comments to the 

Department of the Interior opposing the changes. She summarized the VA SHPO’s comments 
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and reiterated that she had shared this information with the HALRB earlier in the month and 

concluded by stating that comments would be accepted until April 30, 2019.  

 

Ms. Gwin moved that the HALRB write a letter identifying the Board’s specific objections to the 

proposed changes to the National Register nomination process. Ms. Steinberger seconded. The 

motion passed 9-0-1, with Ms. Garner abstaining. 

 

The Chairman announced that the Plan Lee Highway consultants have drafted an existing 

conditions report and that all activities related to the multi-year planning process could be found 

on the County’s website. 

 

Staff and Other Reports: Ms. Liccese-Torres stated that she and either Mr. Davis or Mr. Laporte 

would attend a Site Plan Review Committee meeting for the development at 11th Street North 

and Kirkwood Road on April 22. 

 

Ms. Bolliger announced two upcoming HPP outreach events. The first was the Arlington Home 

and Garden Expo on April 27 where she would be available to answer questions about applying 

for state rehabilitation tax credits. The second event was a three-day wood window restoration 

workshop in early May, taught by nationally recognized building preservation expert Bob Yapp. 

 

The Chairman adjourned the meeting at 8:51 PM. 


