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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 SEPTEMBER 18, 2019, MEETING MINUTES  

 

The Chairman called for any changes to the September 18, 2019, draft meeting minutes. There 

were none. Mr. Craig moved to approve the minutes as submitted and Ms. Lawrence seconded. 

The motion passed 4-0-3, with Mr. Davis, the Vice Chairman, and Ms. Gwin abstaining (Ms. 

Steinberger and Ms. Frear had not yet arrived). 
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PUBLIC HEARING FOR CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS (CoAs) 

 

CONSENT AGENDA 

 

The Chairman explained the procedures for public hearing. He asked if there were any public 

speakers wishing to comment on the Consent Agenda and there were none present. The 

Chairman announced there were three items on the Consent Agenda: 

 

1) Mathias and Michelle Hansen 

3628 21st Avenue North 

CoA 19-19 (HPCA19-00003) 

Maywood Historic District 

Request to approve a wooden privacy fence and rounded wooden gates 

perpendicular to the front of the dwelling. 

 

2) Mathias and Michelle Hansen 

3628 21st Avenue North 

CoA 19-20 (HPCA19-00006) 

Maywood Historic District 

Request to install a vent on the side of the dwelling. 

 

3) Elizabeth and Christopher Rugaber 

3500 21st Avenue North 

CoA 19-21 (HPCA19-00005) 

Maywood Historic District  

Request to construct a new screened-in side porch and deck. 

 

The Chairman called for any questions or comments on the Consent Agenda and there were 

none. Ms. Lawrence moved to approve the Consent Agenda. Mr. Davis seconded, and the 

motion passed unanimously 7-0.  

 

[Ms. Steinberger arrived at 7:35 pm]. 

 

DISCUSSION AGENDA 

 

The Chairman said there were two items on the Discussion Agenda:  

 

1) Chuck Vaughan for Legum & Norman 

1859 Wilson Boulevard 

CoA 19-24 (HPCA19-00009) 

Colonial Village Historic District 

Request to install a gate and lighting element to an existing brick wall at an 

entrance on Wilson Boulevard. 
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2) Ken Reed for Sanctus, LLC 

3305 22nd Street North 

CoA 19-22 (HPCA19-00011) 

Maywood Historic District 

Request to undertake exterior renovations including adding egress windows to 

the side elevations and modifying an existing sliding glass door. 

 

Discussion Agenda Item #1: 1859 Wilson Boulevard 

 

The Chairman invited the application representatives to the table. Ms. Jones introduced the 

application as a request from the Colonial Village Historic District to add a gate and a light 

fixture to an existing set of piers that are part of a brick and cast-iron wall. She explained that 

staff found a pre-1950 image showing a similar light fixture at Colonial Village and that the 

HALRB previously approved similar gates and light fixtures at two other locations in Colonial 

Village in 1991. She concluded by stating that the Historic Preservation Program (HPP) staff 

recommended that the proposal would be appropriate, if drilling into the brick is minimized to 

the extent possible and that the fixtures instead be drilled into the mortar so that it is a reversible 

action. 

 

Mr. Dudka conveyed the Design Review Committee’s (DRC) opinion on the application, stating 

that the DRC agreed with staff’s recommendation. However, the DRC placed the item on the 

Discussion Agenda because the submitted drawings are only conceptual and a final approval 

would require shop drawings. Mr. Dudka explained that the DRC is asking for the full board to 

approve the application conditionally and to authorize the DRC to review and approve the final 

shop drawings [at a later time]. 

 

Chuck Vaughn, representing the applicants, introduced two Colonial Village Board of Directors, 

Curt Cultice and Geoff Lawson, who live near the proposed location for the new gate and light 

fixture. Mr. Vaughn stated that the gate is intended to impede non-residents from entering the 

property in the evenings. Mr. Lawson added that the dimensions of the piers and courtyards 

differ throughout the complex and that they had chosen the design of the gate and fixture as the 

most appropriate size given the dimensions of the piers near 1859 Wilson Boulevard. Mr. 

Vaughn announced that he is working with the fabricators to produce construction drawings. Mr. 

Cultice concluded by observing that the addition of the light and gate would improve nighttime 

security at the complex. 

 

The Chairman asked for comments from the Board. Ms. Lawrence asked if the lock for the gate 

would match the locks on the previously approved gates. Mr. Vaughn confirmed that it would. 

 

Mr. Dudka moved that the HALRB approve the application pending review of shop drawings or 

equivalent by the DRC and to allow the DRC to decide on the appropriateness of the final 

design. Ms. Lawrence seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously 8-0. 

 

[Ms. Frear arrived at 7:40 pm]. 
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As the applicant for Discussion Item #2: 3305 22nd Street North had not yet arrived, the 

Chairman proceeded with the review of ACoAs and Discussion Item #1: Policy Discussion for 

Handling After-the-Fact CoA Requests. 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS (ACoAs) 

 

1) Arlington County 

3200 22nd Street North 

ACoA 19-20 (HPCA19-00008) 

Maywood Historic District 

Request to remove one (1) dead white oak tree. 

 

2) Brian Irwin and Jessica Kulak/Lydia Schurman 

3301 22nd Street North and 3215 22nd Street North 

ACoA 19-21 (HPCA19-00013) 

Maywood Historic District 

Request to remove one (1) declining white oak tree. 

 

3) Breen Byrnes and Richard Schrum 

3308 23rd Street North 

ACoA 19-22 (HPCA19-00017) 

Maywood Historic District 

Request to remove one (1) declining Norway Maple. 

 

The Chairman asked if there were any comments from the Board on the above listed ACoAs. 

Ms. Lawrence stated she anticipated that the HALRB would receive more requests from 

Maywood for dead tree removals as she had noticed several in the neighborhood currently. Ms. 

Jones announced to the Board that she is working with the County foresters to plan a program for 

property owners in Local Historic Districts (LHDs) and National Register Historic Districts 

about heritage tree maintenance. She added that Ms. Bolliger included information on tree care 

in an upcoming e-newsletter that would be distributed to property owners in historic districts. 

Ms. Jones concluded by saying that staff had noticed an uptick in the number of ACoAs for tree 

removals in Maywood, which is why they were planning these outreach activities to 

communicate preventative measures to property owners.  

 

Mr. Dudka asked what the County policy was for maintaining County-owned trees throughout 

Arlington. Ms. Jones responded that tree maintenance is administered by the County foresters 

and that County-owned trees are removed at their discretion. Ms. Bolliger added that the County 

foresters have recently been more conservative or aggressive in removing diseased and dying 

trees, partly as a response to safety concerns.  

 

Discussion Item #2: Policy Discussion for Handling After-the-Fact CoA Requests  

 

Ms. Jones introduced the discussion topic, stating that there had been an after-the-fact CoA 

request at the October DRC and that the Board had seen several such requests in the last year. 

She explained that following its October meeting, the DRC requested that the HALRB discuss 
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the procedures around addressing after-the-fact CoAs. She observed that the HPP was fortunate 

to have a dedicated inspector who makes regular rounds to all the LHDs and works hard to 

identify work that is done without a CoA. However, she added, it is not possible for the inspector 

to catch everything and that in response to work done without review, the HPP staff’s policy is to 

work with owners to retroactively receive the necessary approvals for compliance if owners 

demonstrate a good faith effort to follow the application process.  

 

Mr. Dudka explained that when after-the-fact requests come to the DRC first, it puts the DRC in 

a position to have to work out a solution; rather, it is more appropriate for the full Board to make 

the decision. Ms. Jones added that she does a lot of work with applicants once they have 

submitted their applications so that they know not to do any work before the CoA has been 

issued. She stated it would be helpful to focus outreach efforts on communicating with owners 

about what it means to be in a LHD prior to them beginning any construction projects.  

 

Ms. Steinberger asked if it made sense to proactively make presentations to the civic associations 

on a quarterly basis or to distribute information via email. She added that community education 

of this sort is helpful so that neighbors can be informed and know to ask questions if they see 

unpermitted work being done. She expressed support for moving after-the-fact requests directly 

to the HALRB so that it would not be up to the DRC to determine the solution to such requests. 

She concluded by asking if the County could assess fines to property owners for being out of 

compliance. Ms. Bolliger explained that the County could assess fines as a Zoning violation; 

however, because of the minimum six-week HALRB review timeline, it is impossible for owners 

to address necessary changes within the 30-day period required by the Zoning violation and 

therefore citing a LHD owner will mean they will have to pay a fine when other property owners 

have the opportunity to make changes within the 30-day period without having to pay a fine. Ms. 

Jones added that the fines are civil penalties detailed under Article 17 of the Arlington County 

Zoning Ordinance (ACZO) and that the process for assessing the fines is described in that 

section. Ms. Steinberger responded that she had mixed feelings about the wisdom of assessing 

fines, but that the full Board seeing cases that are after-the-fact a minimum of twice could 

potentially congest the HALRB’s meeting agendas. 

 

The Chairman asked why all after-the-fact applications would have to be seen by the HALRB 

twice. Mr. Dudka responded that the first time such cases came to the full Board there would be 

a discussion about the appropriate solution to address the after-the-fact work and then the case 

would be referred back to the DRC to work out the design details for the agreed upon solution. 

The case then would be reviewed at the next DRC and finally would go back to the HALRB for 

a final vote on whether a CoA should be issued.  

 

Mr. Craig asked the Chairman and Ms. Lawrence what percentage of Maywood residents attend 

the civic association meetings. Ms. Lawrence responded that attendance was very low and that 

trying to get information out at these meetings would not be very effective. Mr. Craig said he 

agreed that this did not seem like an effective way to communicate to neighborhood members or 

an efficient use of staff time.  

Mr. Dudka asked if the new Permit Arlington procedures would alert staff when owners apply to 

do work in the LHDs. Ms. Lawrence observed that this would only apply to work requiring other 

types of permits. Ms. Jones explained that the HPP staff has been receiving notifications about 
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work done in LHDs since before the new Permit Arlington system was implemented through the 

County’s GIS layer that lists LHD properties. She concluded that previously Zoning and 

Inspection Services staff would contact HPP staff when they received permits for work in LHDs, 

but that this process is now automated through the Permit Arlington system.  

 

Mr. Craig asked if the HPP periodically sends out letters communicating that they live in a LHD. 

Ms. Jones responded that they did not. Ms. Bolliger added that since mailings go to all the 

neighbors of applicant properties for CoAs each month, that most Maywood residents are 

receiving letters from the HPP at least once a year. The Chairman acknowledged that he believed 

Ms. Bolliger was correct, but that the letters are not very effective for communicating with 

residents.  

 

Ms. Bolliger announced that the HPP is preparing to send out its first ever quarterly e-newsletter. 

She also said that she planned to go to a Maywood Community Association meeting once the 

updated design guidelines for the district are approved. Ms. Jones added that the HPP staff will 

delay attending a Maywood Community Association meeting until the new guidelines are in 

place so as to ensure that staff could speak to owners about what is in the updated guidelines and 

what those changes mean for them.  

 

Mr. Dudka observed that it was unfair to expect neighbors to inform on each other when a 

neighbor is doing unpermitted work. Ms. Steinberger responded that she was not advocating that 

neighbors inform the HPP about illegal work, but rather that the Board needs to accept there will 

always be work done illegally that requires retroactive review and that the Board should 

determine what amount of this type of review it anticipates.  

 

Ms. Lawrence asked if the retroactive CoA requests are mostly in Maywood. Ms. Jones 

responded that primarily these requests come from Maywood, but that staff sometimes deals with 

retroactive requests in Colonial Village pertaining to windows (handled as ACoAs). Ms. 

Lawrence expressed that the push should be to remind owners to contact the HPP staff before 

making exterior changes when the updated Maywood Design Guidelines are announced and 

distributed. Ms. Lawrence added that she occasionally posts on the Maywood listserv reminding 

neighbors to contact staff about exterior work. Ms. Jones acknowledged that she receives on 

average one call per week from Maywood residents who are checking to see if they need 

approval for a project. Ms. Lawrence suggested distributing packets of information to owners in 

LHDs with the pertinent guidelines and inviting them to attend a HALRB meeting to see how the 

Board operates.  

 

Mr. Dudka asked if the HPP staff interacts with the real estate community. Ms. Jones responded 

that the HPP staff does not do this proactively, but that realtors sometimes contact her to discuss 

properties that are LHDs. She agreed it would be worth looking into doing that type of outreach 

more proactively. Ms. Bolliger observed that the County property records are not updated 

automatically and so there is always some lag time when properties change hands and that there 

is no way to identify when renters change. The Chairman added it is not in a realtor’s interest to 

disclose that a property is in a LHD. There was speculation at the table as to whether there is a 

legal requirement to do so. Ms. Jones interjected that the issue is realtors do not understand all of 
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the implications to property owners who are in LHDs and therefore cannot adequately 

communicate them to potential buyers.  

 

Ms. Jones told the Board that Ms. Bolliger had recently created an autumn maintenance door 

hanger to distribute to properties in the County’s LHDs. Ms. Bolliger explained she would 

distribute the hanger soon to all Maywood properties and that it communicates tips for seasonal 

maintenance for property owners as well as a reminder to apply for CoAs for exterior work 

beyond general maintenance. 

 

The Chairman asked the Board members their opinion about having after-the-fact requests go 

directly to the HALRB rather than to the DRC. Ms. Gwin stated there should be some sort of 

consequence for doing unpermitted work; an extended process could be that consequence rather 

than issuing fines. 

 

Mr. Craig observed that the DRC has no problem with after-the-fact requests going to the DRC, 

but that they would pass them forward to the full Board. Ms. Jones asked if that would be for any 

after-the-fact work and there was consensus at the table that this would be the policy. Ms. Gwin 

stated that the added steps in the process may encourage residents to share with their neighbors 

that doing work illegally ultimately extends the time it takes to complete the approval process. 

 

The Chairman asked how staff deals with after-the-fact requests that are normally eligible for 

review as an ACoA. Ms. Jones responded she typically processes such work as an ACoA unless 

it was completed in a way that could not be approved under the ACoA guidelines.  

 

Ms. Steinberger asked if the Board decided on this policy if that meant fines would never be 

issued. Ms. Jones responded that staff does sometimes issue fines, but that when applicants are 

making a good faith effort to come into compliance staff will work with them without issuing 

fines. The Chairman asked if individual homeowners had been fined. Ms. Bolliger responded 

that the HPP staff has not issued violations in the last eighteen months. Ms. Jones added that 

although the HPP has not issued a violation in the last eighteen months that the program has 

issued such violations in the past to homeowners. Ms. Bolliger explained that once the violation 

is in place, staff has no control over how it is implemented. Ms. Jones said staff does not set the 

amount of the fines, which was a question Ms. Steinberger had asked earlier in the conversation, 

but that the timeframes and amounts for fines are set forth in the ACZO. Ms. Lawrence said 

owners showing a good faith effort goes a long way in coming to an equitable solution. Ms. 

Jones agreed with Ms. Lawrence and said that the HPP staff are co-stewards with property 

owners of these important cultural resources and that staff needs to be able to work amicably 

with owners, which does not happen through issuing fines.  

 

Ms. Lawrence asked if the County had a mediator. Ms. Bolliger and Ms. Jones responded that 

they were not aware of dedicated mediators, although there are County staff dedicated to 

constituent services. They agreed to look into whether there are formal legal mediators.  

 

The Vice Chairman stated that if the Board makes this policy change, owners’ projects will be 

delayed. She asked if it would be possible to create another door hanger that explains the policy 

change. Mr. Dudka added that the hanger could communicate that owners could also choose to 
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avoid the violation by replacing illegally removed materials in-kind. Ms. Bolliger explained that 

many owners do not have a complete understanding of what an appropriate in-kind replacement 

is and therefore an intermediary conversation is important to prevent more damage from being 

done.  

 

Ms. Bolliger suggested that the HPP staff do six months of concerted outreach before making the 

policy change. Ms. Farris said that staff could share what steps they would take to notify the 

public of this policy change in the next six months. The Chairman asked that the HALRB review 

the content before it is sent out to LHD owners. Ms. Jones requested that the Board wait to make 

a procedural change until the outreach material is ready to send out to owners. Ms. Bolliger 

added that staff is concerned that enacting the policy change without letting the public know 

would be unfair to property owners. Ms. Lawrence agreed that the Board has had the discussion, 

but that there are still loose ends to tie up and the HALRB is better off waiting before enacting 

the change. Ms. Jones summarized saying that staff would prepare an outreach strategy to 

present at the next HALRB meeting and that the DRC can refer the retroactive cases to the 

HALRB in the interim before the new policy is enacted. Ms. Jones reiterated her concern that 

property owners be given advance notice of the policy change. There was consensus around the 

table that this discussion would continue at the November HALRB meeting. 

 

Discussion Agenda Item #3: 3305 22nd Street North 

 

The Chairman invited the applicant to the table. Ms. Jones introduced the case, stating that the 

building is non-contributing to the Maywood district, built around 1972, and that the applicant 

was requesting a few different exterior renovations to the building: 1) adding egress windows to 

the basement level of the east elevation and to the second floor of the west elevation using vinyl 

replacement windows to match the existing windows; 2) replacing one of two sets of sliding 

glass doors on the second story of the front elevation with two stationary windows of the same 

dimension with a framing piece for an interior wall in between them; and 3) shortening the 

length of the balcony [on the front elevation] to address concerns from their architect that the 

balcony was not structurally sound.  

 

Ms. Jones continued by explaining that when the DRC heard the case two weeks before, the 

applicant had filled in the sliding glass doors with vinyl siding without HALRB approval. Mr. 

Dudka asked to see a picture of the house with the siding filled-in. Ms. Jones responded that the 

applicant had since removed the vinyl siding and installed the original sliding glass doors making 

them stationary with a piece of framing set between them. Ms. Jones explained that the DRC had 

referred the case to the full Board because the applicant had done work without a CoA and they 

wanted the HALRB to decide on appropriate next steps. Ms. Jones said the DRC had asked the 

applicant to bring different options or proposals for ways to treat the sliding glass door on the 

front elevation and asked that the applicant not make any further exterior changes [until the CoA 

had been approved].  

 

Ms. Jones then stated that the work that was done between the DRC meeting and the October 

16th HALRB meeting did not restore the sliding glass doors to their former condition since the 

doors were not operable and a framing piece had been inserted between them. She clarified that 

they are the same sliding glass doors that were there previously and that they were not new 
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windows as she had mistakenly asserted in the staff report. Ms. Jones reiterated that this is 

additional exterior work that the applicant did without a CoA. Ms. Jones pointed out that the 

drawings submitted by the applicant show an operable sliding glass door, rather than two 

stationary doors with a framing piece.  

 

Ms. Jones concluded by stating the HPP staff recommendations: 

• First, that it is appropriate for the egress windows to be vinyl, because while the 

Maywood Design Guidelines state that vinyl and vinyl-clad windows are not appropriate 

for the district, they also state that compatible window types ordinarily should be used in 

the same elevation for renovations and that a similar size and type of window should be 

installed. Since the existing windows in the house are vinyl, it is therefore appropriate to 

use vinyl replacement window instead of introducing a new material to the house by 

requiring wood windows.  

• Second, she explained that the reason the Board needed to review the change to the 

sliding glass door is because it is a change to the design of the exterior of the building 

that is visible from the right-of-way and that the [Maywood Design] Guidelines state any 

action that modifies exterior features of the building requires a CoA. Ms. Jones said that 

in staff’s opinion it would be appropriate for the applicant to restore the sliding glass 

door to its former operable condition. She added that it may be appropriate for the door 

to be converted into stationary doors with the framing piece in between, but that the 

applicant had not supplied sufficient documentation for staff to make a recommendation. 

Ms. Jones stated that staff needed this change to be reflected in the elevation drawing 

and a detail that is fully dimensioned to show how the doors are fitting into the wall.  

• Third, Ms. Jones explained that balconies are not a design element addressed in the 

Maywood Design Guidelines and asserted that the closest approximation would be a 

porch. She then referenced the portion of the guidelines that states railings for porches 

should be appropriate to the style of the house. She stated staff did not think the 

proposed change to the balcony was appropriate given that truncating the balcony 

destroys the symmetry on the façade and the rhythm of the fenestration. She explained 

that this does not mean that there are no modifications that would be appropriate or that 

the applicant should not make a modification to ensure that the balcony is structurally 

sound. Ms. Jones stated that the balcony could be replaced in-kind without a CoA. She 

finished by saying that staff needed specifications for the proposed material for the 

railing on the balcony. 

 

Mr. Dudka next provided the DRC report. He explained that the DRC agreed with staff that vinyl 

egress windows would be appropriate in this case. He described that when the DRC saw the 

application, the entire sliding glass door on the left was covered with siding and that the 

Committee was given the explanation that the applicant was adding a new interior wall that 

needed to engage with a solid part of the exterior. Mr. Dudka stated that the DRC had 

recommended something similar to what the applicant executed without a CoA, specifically to 

put two windows of the same size and configuration as the sliding glass door and to use the 

mullion between the windows for the interior wall to engage the exterior. He said the DRC had 

asked the applicant to bring materials reflecting this option to the HALRB for review to 

potentially avoid going back to the DRC, but that the applicant did not submit the materials as 

requested and would therefore need to go back to the DRC.  
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Mr. Dudka said the DRC had not discussed the balcony. The Chairman asked if there was a 

request regarding the balcony at the time of the DRC meeting. Ms. Jones responded that the 

materials at the DRC included changing the dimension of the balcony, but that the full 

application was not discussed at the DRC because the Committee decided to move the 

application forward to the full HALRB to discuss an appropriate solution to the work that had 

been done without a CoA and whether a retroactive CoA should be issued.     

 

Liam Nguyen and Luke Nguyen represented the owner, Sanctus, LLC. Mr. Liam Nguyen 

explained that it was their first time doing work in the Maywood Historic District and 

appreciated the DRC and staff supporting their request to change out the egress windows. He 

explained that with the goal of shortening the amount of time it would take to get approval, they 

would like to restore the sliding glass door, but still shorten the balcony to ensure its structural 

soundness.  

 

Ms. Lawrence asked why the interior wall was not depicted on the proposed plans that the 

applicant had submitted. Mr. Liam Nguyen responded that they had not updated the plan with 

this information. Ms. Lawrence said they therefore did not have updated plans and there is an 

interior wall on the second floor that is not reflected in the submitted plans for proposed work.  

 

Ms. Gwin asked if the balcony will tie into a structural beam that is located where the new wall 

is going. Ms. Gwin also asked if the entire balcony could be a third less and be centered between 

the two pairs of sliding doors to maintain the symmetry on the façade. Mr. Liam Nguyen 

indicated that might be possible. 

 

Ms. Lawrence said that the entire second floor was added to this building including the area with 

the sliding glass doors and the balcony. The Chairman expressed concern that if the balcony was 

shortened below the operable sliding glass door that this could pose a safety hazard since there 

would be no balcony there. Several Board members responded that the doors would need to be 

fixed and inoperable in that case. Ms. Gwin stated that the applicant said they were willing to 

restore the sliding glass doors during their introductory statement. Mr. Liam Nguyen confirmed 

that they were, but that the sliding doors would be inoperable.  

 

Mr. Dudka asked Ms. Jones to project a photo of the front elevation of the house. He confirmed 

there had been a [balcony] awning on the house that the applicant removed, but it was not part of 

the structure.  

 

Ms. Lawrence asked the applicant to clarify that they had a professional evaluate the balcony and 

that he had found it to be structurally unsound. Mr. Liam Nguyen confirmed this was correct. 

She then asked what would be involved in replacing the balcony. Mr. Liam Nguyen responded 

that they would use the same materials, and nothing would change other than the dimensions of 

the balcony. Ms. Lawrence asked if they needed to tie the balcony into the house and the 

applicant confirmed this. Mr. Craig asked if they planned to replace all the structure for the 

balcony. Mr. Liam Nguyen said they were not replacing all of it and that the existing balcony 

wood was not rotted. Mr. Craig asked if they could access the beam from the room below to tie 

the balcony into the building. Mr. Liam Nguyen said his architect and contractor have said that 
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they will not have enough support for the balcony if they maintain its length. Ms. Jones said it 

was her understanding from speaking with the architect that to retain the existing material of the 

balcony, the applicant would need to reduce its length.  

 

Ms. Gwin asked if the applicant’s only proposed change to the balcony was to cut off one-fourth 

of it. The applicants confirmed that this was correct. Ms. Gwin and Mr. Dudka expressed 

concern about this approach observing that it was unlikely that the wood rot had not impacted 

more of the balcony’s materials. Mr. Davis concurred, observing that either all the balcony 

would be rotted or none of it.  

 

Mr. Dudka said it would be helpful to discuss potential solutions to modify the balcony that 

would be appropriate for the district. He said he was not in favor of only having a balcony under 

the operable sliding glass doors on the right side because the inoperable doors would still read as 

sliding glass doors and the effect would be inappropriate for the building. Mr. Dudka concluded 

by saying there should be a way to tie the end of the balcony into the house by modifying the 

existing framing.  

 

Mr. Dudka asked Ms. Jones if it would be a repair in-kind if the applicant replaced the sliding 

glass doors and found a way to maintain the full-width of the balcony. Ms. Jones said yes, and 

that such work would not require a CoA. Mr. Dudka said the applicant should coordinate with 

staff to make sure that the work is in-kind if that was what the applicants chose to do instead.  

 

Mr. Dudka questioned whether changing the operability of the sliding glass doors would require 

a CoA. Ms. Jones explained that adding the framing element to the doors that is visible from the 

outside of the building is a change in the design of the doors and would require a CoA; however, 

changing the operability of the doors in a way that is not visible from the outside would not 

require a CoA.  

 

Mr. Dudka asked the Board members if they would support the addition of the framing element 

to the sliding glass doors as appropriate if the applicant came back to the DRC with the proposal. 

Several Board members stated they would support the change. Ms. Lawrence asked if the lack of 

symmetry between the two sets of doors would be a problem since there would be the width of a 

wall between one set of panels. Mr. Craig and Ms. Gwin expressed that the effect would not 

essentially diminish the character of the house.  

 

The Chairman asked for any further discussion. He then asked Mr. Dudka to summarize the 

Board’s recommendations to the applicant. Mr. Dudka listed the following recommendations: 1) 

return the sliding glass doors to their previous condition; 2) reevaluate the structure of the 

balcony and try to determine a way to repair it without [needing a CoA] approval; and 3) return 

to the DRC to seek approval to insert the wall that is visible from the exterior between the sliding 

glass doors on the left. He added that the Board has confirmed that this would be an appropriate 

treatment.  

 

Mr. Dudka asked if it would be possible to approve the [proposed egress] windows at this 

meeting to allow the applicants to move forward with that piece of their project. Ms. Jones said 

for the HPP staff to process a separate CoA for this piece of the project, she would need 
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elevation [drawings] that only show the [proposed] egress windows and not any changes to the 

balcony or sliding glass doors. Ms. Jones explained to the applicants how the drawing would 

need to be updated so she would be able to stamp the [approved] set. 

 

Mr. Dudka moved to approve the new windows on the proposed right-side elevation and the new 

window on the proposed left side elevation specifying that vinyl windows are appropriate as they 

match the existing windows in the house. He continued, stipulating that the applicant will submit 

revised drawings depicting only the egress windows to be reviewed by staff. He concluded the 

motion, stating that the proposed changes to the front elevation are deferred, pending review by 

the DRC. 

 

Ms. Lawrence seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously, 9-0. 

     

Discussion Item #4: A&R Engravers Building (Site Plan #339) – Conklyn’s Florist 

Informational Plaque 

 

Ms. Farris introduced this item stating that the Board had previously reviewed language for the 

plaque interpreting Conklyn’s Florist [at the August 21, 2019, HALRB Meeting]. At that time, 

the Board directed the applicant to work with staff to make the requested changes. Ms. Farris 

explained the applicant was not in attendance at tonight’s meeting, but that the HPP staff had 

reviewed the revised language and recommended approval. She announced that Ms. Bolliger was 

able to confirm that the business was located in the [Engraver’s] building in the 1940s and that 

this information has been included on the plaque.   

 

The Chairman moved to approve the latest version of the language. Ms. Steinberger seconded the 

motion and it passed unanimously, 9-0.   

 

Reports of the Chairman and Staff: 

 

Chairman’s Report 

 

The Chairman announced that it was likely that the County Board would appoint Liz Rogers to 

the HALRB at its next meeting [next week]. He related relevant experience that Ms. Rogers 

could contribute to the HALRB. 

 

The Chairman stated that he and Ms. Farris recently attended a community meeting for a 

proposal to redevelop Park Shirlington. He explained that the proposal would increase the 

number of residential units from 294 to 717 and would preserve a portion of the historic 

buildings. The Chairman said Ms. Farris also gave a presentation on the historic significance of 

the property. Ms. Lawrence said that she had visited the site when a previous redevelopment was 

proposed that would have demolished all the historic complex. Ms. Farris acknowledged that 

from a historic preservation perspective, the current proposal is an improvement over the 

previous one. 

 

The Chairman next expressed concern over the changes to departure procedures at Ronald 

Reagan National Airport in Arlington, Virginia and their affect to historic properties in the area, 
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including Arlington. He related that the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR) 

recently sent a letter to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) stating they did not concur 

with FAA’s changes because they proceeded with the undertaking without completing its 

federally mandated responsibility to complete the Section 106 process; the VDHR forwarded its 

grievance to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP). Ms. Farris explained that 

the ACHP would mediate the Section 106 process and that a consultant would be administering 

this process.     

 

Staff and Other Reports 

 

Ms. Farris gave an update on the ongoing Site Plans. She announced that the first Site Plan 

Review Committee (SPRC) meeting for 1731 North Veitch Street would be held on October 21st 

and that both she and Mr. Woodruff would be in attendance. She let the Board know that the 

Long Range Planning Committee (LRPC) would discuss the proposed development at the Key 

Bridge Marriott on October 28th. Ms. Farris said there would be a community forum for Plan Lee 

Highway on November 2nd  from 9 AM to 12 PM, as well as a community forum for the 

Shirlington General Land Use Plan (GLUP+) study on November 20th. Ms. Farris also informed 

the Board that the proposed design for Crystal Houses at 1900 South Eads Street that she 

presented at the September HALRB meeting was changing to include additional buildings. 

 

Ms. Farris updated the HALRB on the Housing Conservation District (HCD) study. She also 

presented images and background information for several properties listed as “Important” in the 

County’s Historic Resources Inventory (HRI), including Boulevard Courts Apartments, Palisade 

Gardens Condo I-III, the former Fort Bennet Apartments (Fort Georgetown/Park Georgetown 

Apartments, Taylor Apartments), Leewood Apartments, Wayne Street Apartments, Veitch Street 

Apartments, Admiralty Apartments, 2040 North Vermont Street, Vermont Street Apartments, 

Westover Courts, and Redferne Gardens. Ms. Farris said that the HALRB could review the 

remaining HRI properties in HCDs at a future meeting and then come up with a strategy for what 

level of review the HALRB would like to request for these properties as part of the HCD 

planning process. The Chairman said that it is important for the HALRB to have input on the 

future of HRI properties since it is the body with pertinent expertise. Ms. Gwin asked staff to 

provide the Board with information as to how each property was ranked and what factors or 

characteristics led to each being listed on the HRI.  

 

Ms. Gwin announced the October 26th Docomomo/Howard University tour as an opportunity for 

Board members to earn continuing education credits. 

 

Ms. Jones stated to the Board that the dates for the January 2020 meeting cycles would be moved 

to accommodate the New Year’s holiday; the DRC meeting would be held on January 8th and the 

HALRB meeting would be held on January 22nd.  

 

Ms. Bolliger reminded the Board about the ceremony on November 11th at 11 AM to unveil the 

new Clarendon War Memorial markers and that she would send an email inviting the HALRB to 

attend. 

 

The Chairman adjourned the meeting at 9:34 PM. 


