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MEMBERS PRESENT: Charles Craig 

Omari Davis 

Robert Dudka 

Sarah Garner, Vice Chairman 

Jennie Gwin 

Gerry Laporte  

Joan Lawrence  

Liz Rogers 

Andrew Wenchel 

Richard Woodruff, Chairman 

 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Sherry Frear 

Carmela Hamm 

Oezge Kocak, Non-Voting Student Member 

Mark Turnbull  

 

STAFF:   Cynthia Liccese-Torres, Historic Preservation Coordinator  

    Lorin Farris, 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. Bolliger called the roll and 

determined there was a quorum.  

 

APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 18, 2019, MEETING MINUTES  

 

The Chairman called for any changes to the December 18, 2019, draft meeting minutes. Mr. 

Laporte indicated that the language [on page 2] stated he had moved to approve the Consent 

Agenda, rather than he moved to approve the items on the Consent Agenda. Ms. Lawrence 

moved to approve the minutes as amended and Mr. Laporte seconded. The motion passed 9-0-1, 

with Mr. Davis abstaining. 
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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 was one item on the Consent Agenda: 

 

1) Alexandra Bair and David Tucker 

3610 22nd Street North 

CoA 20-01 (HPCA19-S-00035) 

Maywood Historic District 

Request to remove a bannister from the side of the historic front porch and to 

install new stairs in its place. 

   

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

none. Mr. Laporte moved to approve the items on the Consent Agenda. Ms. Lawrence seconded, 

and the motion passed unanimously 10-0. 

 

The Chairman suggested that he and staff give their reports since it was not yet time for the 

subsequent agenda item (scheduled to begin at 7:45 PM).  

 

Reports of the Chairman and Staff: 

 

Chairman’s Report 

 

The Chairman announced that the staff were applying to the American Association for State and 

Local History and the National Alliance of Preservation Commissions for awards related to the 

Clarendon War Memorial Interpretive Panels Project and that the Board would be drafting letters 

in support of the applications in due time.  

 

The Chairman informed the Board that the letter about the proposed 1731 North Veitch Street 

site plan was delayed as the project had not been discussed at the January Planning Commission 

meeting as expected. Ms. Farris informed the Board that staff had submitted its last 

recommendations to the applicants but had only just received the final revisions. The Chairman 

let the Board know he would share a first draft of the letter in the next few weeks for feedback.  

 

Staff and Other Reports 

 

Ms. Liccese-Torres thanked the Board members for submitting their financial disclosure forms 

and urged those who had not yet submitted their forms to do so. She also announced a local 

training opportunity to be held on Monday, March 23. The Arlington County Historic 

Preservation Program (HPP) staff will be hosting the Virginia Department of Historic Resources 

for an all-day event for preservation commissioners from all over the state. The event, which 

qualifies for the continued education credit hours required for the HALRB, will be at the 

Arlington Arts Center, one of Arlington’s historic schools and Local Historic Districts. 
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Ms. Farris stated that the Plan Lee Highway Study is hosting a weekend community workshop- 

an overview on Friday, January 31st, 5:30-7:00 PM and an all-day event on Saturday, February 

1st, 8:30 AM- 3:30 PM. She informed the Board that the Key Bridge Marriott Site Plan Review 

Committee (SPRC) would be meeting on Thursday, January 30th. Ms. Farris summarized the 

Shirlington GLUP+ meeting from January 21st where the overarching principles for the plan 

were discussed. They also considered building heights at this meeting, as the historic core is only 

1-story. Ms. Farris will present on preservation concepts and tools at the next Shirlington 

GLUP+ meeting on February 18th at 7:00 PM. Ms. Lawrence complimented the HPP staff on the 

Key Bridge Marriot [research] memo and the interesting site history it presented and stated that 

she hoped the redeveloped site would include coverage of the varied history. 

 

Discussion Item #1: Amendments to the Maywood Design Guidelines 

 

The Chairman opened the Maywood Design Guidelines item on the Discussion Agenda and 

made a last call for speakers. Ms. Liccese-Torres told the Board that a few copies of the draft 

guidelines were available [tonight for reference] and that the HPP staff received a written 

comment and a letter of support both via email [which then were distributed]. Ms. Liccese-

Torres presented the staff report. She thanked everyone who had been involved in the project 

over the past two years - the Maywood Design Guidelines Committee (MGC), the HALRB 

members who live in Maywood, and other HALRB members. Ms. Liccese-Torres noted that 

2020 marks 30 years of Maywood as a Local Historic District (LHD) and congratulated the 

residents and the HALRB on three decades of successful preservation, minimal demolitions, and 

a modern neighborhood with historic character in a rapidly changing County.  

 

Ms. Liccese-Torres stated that the Maywood Design Guidelines were updated in 2005 which 

resulted in [new graphics and] an appendix on cement fiberboard siding, and again in 2011 with 

an appendix for PVC usage. She said the process for the most recent update began in 2017 when 

Maywood leadership approached staff to discuss updating the guidelines. Ms. Liccese-Torres 

said the staff and neighborhood leaders endeavored to get a representative from each block in the 

LHD boundary, and owners of contributing and non-contributing properties, to have a 

comprehensive representation of owners on the committee. She continued, by stating that the 

goal of this third update is to streamline the application process and provide clear guidance for 

renovations and site improvement projects to identify which could be processed administratively 

through staff review rather than full HALRB review. Ms. Liccese-Torres explained that the 

MGC had its culminating meeting in December 2018 to finetune details with the [HALRB’s] 

Design Review Committee (DRC). After some final editing by staff, Ms. Liccese-Torres said 

that the Maywood Community Association (MCA) shared the final draft with all the Maywood 

residents thanks to the efforts of the MGC members going door to door to discuss the proposed 

changes. In January 2020, the MCA voted unanimously to support the updates. 

 

Ms. Liccese-Torres summarized the proposed amendments and how the updated guidelines will 

affect the process of design review for two main categories of work: 1) exterior renovation, 

rehabilitation, and new construction (e.g., removing asbestos shingle siding, adding solar panels 

in some locations, adding vents for mechanical, electrical and plumbing equipment, etc.);  and 2) 

site elements (e.g., retaining walls, new driveways and parking pads, paving, patio and 
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walkways, firepits and outdoor fireplaces, sheds and garages, and temporary disabled access). 

She added a reminder that although the proposed guidelines identify improvements that could 

only require staff approval, applicants always would be able to apply to the full HALRB for 

projects which fell outside the staff review parameters. Ms. Liccese-Torres reiterated that the 

goal was to expedite typical work which is often undertaken in the district and provide clear 

guidance to applicants.  

 

Ms. Liccese-Torres brought attention to an additional staff suggestion to include text about a 

mechanical review that had not been considered by the MGC, DRC, or MCA. She explained that 

property owners and the County do not have purview over the location of meters owned by 

utility companies, and as such, the HPP staff wanted to exempt such items from review. She read 

the proposed language on page G-5 for the Board’s review. In conclusion, Ms. Liccese-Torres 

explained that tonight’s hearing was a forum for discussion of and education on the guidelines. 

She said that if the HALRB supported the update, the document would next go to the County 

Board for review. Ms. Liccese-Torres stated that the County Board would need to approve the 

updated guidelines given how much authority would be shifted from the HALRB to staff review. 

She outlined the remainder of the public process; first the County Board would need to approve a 

Request to Advertise (RTA), then they would convene again to act upon the proposal. Ms. 

Liccese-Torres noted that the updated guidelines would not go into effect until approval by the 

County Board. Ms. Liccese-Torres stated that the HPP staff supported this update and proposed 

sending the guidelines to the County Board for advertisement in February and action in March.  

  

There was one public speaker present. The Chairman called Amanda Davis, President of the 

MCA and a member of the MGC. Ms. Davis stated that she and the community fully supported 

the amendment and appreciated the work of the committee. She explained how the MGC had 

tried to be transparent with every resident and had completed a lot of outreach and community 

meetings. Ms. Davis clarified that the update had been designed as an appendix rather than being 

incorporated into the [existing guidelines document] to help with transparency. Ms. Davis stated 

that during her exhaustive outreach she did not hear of any opposition from Maywood residents. 

The Chairman, both as a member of the HALRB and as a Maywood resident, thanked Ms. Davis 

for her hard work with the outreach and sensitive handling of the update with the community.  

 

The Chairman then opened the item to questions and comments from the Board. Mr. Dudka 

asked if it was wise not to have any review of utility meter locations at all. Ms. Liccese-Torres 

noted that when owners asked HPP staff and the Board review of the locations of utility panels 

and meters it was still available. The Chairman noted that gas companies have begun moving 

meters from interiors of homes to the exteriors. Mr. Laporte mentioned the same concern as Mr. 

Dudka, that while there is no legal need for utility companies to ask preferred locations, they 

sometimes will confirm with owners that a location is acceptable; thus, retaining that courtesy 

review could be valuable. Ms. Davis commented that she had not had any control over where her 

electrical panel was placed during her recent work. Ms. Liccese-Torres suggested a compromise 

that the proposed language include gas meters and electrical panels but excludes all other utility 

equipment. Ms. Gwin clarified that electrical panels were usually on the interior of properties 

and that it would be better only to include electrical meters in the language. Mr. Dudka noted 

that both electrical and gas meters were relatively small and inobtrusive, but other equipment 

could be cumbersome and concerning. Mr. Craig asked if cable companies were considered 
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utility companies. He agreed that the proposed language had to be more specific and include only 

electrical and gas meters. Ms. Liccese-Torres suggested the HPP staff edit the proposed language 

to read: “Exterior gas and electrical meters owned by utility companies are exempt from HALRB 

review and do not require a CoA/ACoA.”  There was consensus that this new language satisfied 

the concerns raised. 

 

Mr. Dudka congratulated those who had been involved in the development of the amendments 

and stated he believed they would streamline the application process for homeowners [in 

Maywood]. Ms. Lawrence congratulated the staff on their overall organizational efforts that had 

made the development of the amendment process so straight-forward.  

 

The Chairman proposed that the HALRB consider three motions: one to approve the meter 

language, one to approve the amendment to the guidelines, and the other to move the amendment 

forward to the County Board for adoption. The Chairman asked Ms. Liccese-Torres to read the 

proposed meter language again and she read: “Exterior gas and electrical meters owned by utility 

companies are exempt from HALRB review and do not require a CoA/ACoA.” The Chairman 

then moved to add that language to the ‘Mechanical, Electrical, Plumbing’ section of the 

proposed guidelines [Appendix G]. Mr. Davis seconded the motion and it passed unanimously, 

10-0. The Chairman made a second motion to approve the proposed Maywood Design 

Guidelines amendment as reviewed by the HALRB with the incorporation of the statement about 

gas and electrical meters. Ms. Gwin seconded the motion, which passed unanimously, 10-0. The 

Chairman made a third motion to forward the proposed Maywood Design Guidelines amendment 

to the County Board for their review and approval. Ms. Garner seconded the motion and it 

passed unanimously, 10-0. The Chairman thanked staff, Ms. Lawrence as former [HALRB] 

Chairman, and Ms. Davis as representative of the Maywood community, for their work.  

 

CoA DISCUSSION AGENDA 

 

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

   

1) Henry and Ann Kelly 

2210 North Nelson Street 

CoA 20-03 (HPCA19-00029) 

Maywood Historic District 

Request to install an electric vehicle charging station at the front of the 

property. 

 

2) Emily Rogers for Larry Danforth/Walker Chapel United Methodist Church 

4102 North Old Glebe Road 

CoA 19-27 (HPCA19-00025) 

Walker Chapel and Cemetery Historic District 

Request to replace the existing retaining walls with a new design and 

reconfigure the parking lot which will include adding stormwater management 

infrastructure. 
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The Chairman elected to invite the applicants for Walker Chapel forward as the Board was ahead 

of schedule and Mr. Kelly had not yet arrived.   

 

Discussion Agenda Item #2: 4102 North Old Glebe Road 

 

Ms. Emily Rogers introduced herself as a landscape architect with Moody Graham and the main 

designer for the Walker Chapel project headed by Larry Danforth. She then introduced her 

associate Meredith Ver Steeg, and structural engineer Ryan Beasley. She indicated that the team 

was seeking conditional approval so they could develop full construction drawings. Ms. Farris 

read from the staff report the section detailing the history of the Walker Chapel LHD, the 

original cemetery, and second church building from 1962. Ms. Farris summarized the proposed 

work, which will include construction of new retaining walls and a ramp, reconfiguration of the 

parking lot, and the addition of stormwater management infrastructure in the parking lot. Ms. 

Farris noted that the work would require the removal of one heritage tree, which would need to 

be replaced by two new trees per the County urban forester’s requirement. Ms. Farris said that 

numerous details had yet to be determined; therefore, staff’s recommendation was for the 

applicant to return to the HALRB for final CoA approval once they finalized their construction 

drawings. In conclusion, Ms. Farris stated that the HPP staff recommended that in concept, the 

proposed design would be appropriate for the district since the work would not be visible from 

the most historic part of the cemetery and it would have a positive impact on the viewshed of a 

large portion of the cemetery grounds. Given the lack of available site history and design 

guidelines for this LHD, Ms. Farris said that the HPP staff agreed that this area already was 

disturbed when the original church was demolished for the construction of the new church; 

therefore, this area likely had diminished historic integrity.   

 

Mr. Dudka said that the DRC found the proposed design to be sensitive to the site and that given 

the cost and extent of the construction drawings required, it was appropriate for the applicants to 

seek interim approval. Mr. Dudka also noted that the stone would be sourced from a relatively 

local location and therefore would look like the existing stone elements around the site. He stated 

that the DRC agreed to send the project forward for conditional approval by the Board.  

 

The Chairman asked for any public comments. There was one public speaker. Mr. Robert 

McAllister came forward from St. Peter’s Episcopal Church across the street and expressed the 

vestry and trustees’ support for the project.  

 

Mr. Craig asked the species of tree that would be planted. Ms. Emily Rogers replied that final 

decisions had not been made, but it would be a columnar species. Ms. Gwin asked the age of the 

current wooden retaining wall. Mr. Danforth replied that it was built around 1985 and was the 

second retaining wall of its kind in that location. He further noted that the wall had collapsed, 

and the church installed plywood bracing to support the wall until a new one could be built. Ms. 

Emily Rogers stated that the new wall would be reinforced with rebar and poured foundations 

and that it would therefore be very long-lasting in comparison. Ms. Lawrence congratulated the 

applicants on a thoughtful design. Ms. Emily Rogers informed the Board that the team would 

return once they determined additional details. The Chairman asked for a motion. Ms. Lawrence 

moved that the HALRB conditionally approve the Walker Chapel project subject to a final 

review at a later date. Ms. Gwin seconded the motion and it passed unanimously, 10-0. 
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Discussion Agenda Item #1: 2210 North Nelson Street 

 

The Chairman invited Mr. Henry Kelly to the table. Mr. Kelly introduced himself and stated he 

was applying for an electric vehicle charger for his home. He described his application as an 

unusual situation because his lot is situated on a slope and has no sidewalk or County-owned 

right-of-way. Mr. Kelly explained that the three-foot drop between the street and his lot would 

make a driveway difficult to install, thus necessitating his request to install a freestanding 

charger close to the boundary of his property and to charge his car parked on the public street. 

He noted that the structure used to store the charger likely would have some sort of lock or 

security. Mr. Kelly explained that he had not made a final decision about his car choice and 

remained unsure of which charger he would need to buy, but he presented a commercial scale 

charger as one of his two proposed options.  

 

Ms. Farris provided the staff report, explaining that the applicant lives in a circa 1915 home, with 

no driveway, parking pad, or garage, and with the applicant parking his car in the public street. 

She explained that without a right-of-way easement or sidewalk, the subject property line goes 

right up to the County-owned street. Ms. Farris said the DRC reviewed the proposed locations at 

its January 2020 meeting and recommended one of the two proposed locations as the less 

obtrusive option; although the charger would be partially shielded by a hedge, the DRC 

recommended that the applicant also construct a permanent enclosure for the apparatus. Ms. 

Farris explained that as the applicant has not yet selected a car or charger, final specifications 

were not available, but residential chargers average between 3’-0” and 4’-0” in height. Ms. 

Bolliger noted that the project would be heard by the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) after 

approval by the HALRB. Ms. Farris noted that this was the first electric vehicle charger to be 

considered by the HALRB [in Maywood], and as such, would set a precedent. However, she 

stressed that the unusual lot constraints made limited options available to the applicant and 

HALRB. In conclusion, Ms. Farris stated the staff recommendation -- given the constraints of the 

site and lot, it would be important to keep the charger in an unobtrusive location, use materials 

typically found in Maywood site elements, and maintain the scale of a mailbox, which is a design 

feature exempt from HALRB review.  

 

The Chairman asked for a clarification on the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) issue. Ms. 

Bolliger replied that the charger would need to undergo BZA review because its location would 

be within the setbacks required by zoning. Mr. Kelly added that when he applied to the BZA, 

they recommended that he first seek approval from the HALRB before pursuing a BZA variance.  

 

Ms. Lawrence asked how many other properties [in Maywood] were in a similar situation of not 

having a sidewalk. Ms. Liccese-Torres replied that staff did not have a definitive answer. Ms. 

Bolliger estimated there might be twenty similar properties. Ms. Lawrence noted that for some 

time, sidewalks were installed only if the owners paid for them, resulting in mismatched and 

sporadic sidewalks through some of the neighborhood. The Chairman asked for clarification that 

there was no right-of-way in front of the home, which Mr. Kelly confirmed.  

 

Mr. Dudka noted that the three-foot grade change between the curb and subject property 

precluded construction of a driveway or garage and that the DRC identified this as an unusual 

condition and therefore not precedent setting. However, Mr. Dudka noted that the proposed 
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specifications indicate that this structure would be 7’ tall, whereas 3’ to 4’ was discussed at the 

DRC meeting. Mr. Kelly explained that he had designed the shed covering for a common high-

speed charger which could be 6’ to 8’ tall; however, he also included images of a smaller charger 

on a pole that would be closer to 3’ to 4’ in height. Ms. Gwin stated that she felt the shed brought 

more attention to the charger than leaving it uncovered (even in the case of the smaller of the two 

charger options). Mr. Craig stated that his neighbor plugged her car into her home, with a cable 

across her yard. He wondered if this could be an option for Mr. Kelly. 

 

Mr. Craig agreed with Ms. Gwin that an uncovered charger felt less obtrusive than one covered 

with the pictured shed. Ms. Lawrence noted that the only other vehicle chargers previously 

approved by the HALRB, which were commercial chargers at the present-day Chase Bank in 

Clarendon, had since been removed.  

 

Mr. Laporte noted that air condensing units installed closer to the street than usually allowed by 

setbacks had once required a variance, but now were allowed when screened by a fence or 

plantings. He asked if this would be possible in the case of an electrical vehicle charger. Mr. 

Dudka explained that the DRC discussed these options; however, given the distance of the 

charger from the house, fencing would be out of place and the DRC considered plantings to be 

an inappropriate solution given their impermanence. Mr. Laporte suggested that if the plantings 

were to die, it could be up to neighbors to report the owners to the County for failing to abide by 

the requirements of the variance. Mr. Dudka was concerned that this was an unreliable method 

and that given the distance from the house, an enclosure seemed most appropriate. However, Mr. 

Dudka reiterated that the enclosure Mr. Kelly presented was much larger than discussed at DRC. 

Ms. Liccese-Torres asked if the DRC had discussed enclosing only the top part of the charger, 

similar to a mailbox. Mr. Dudka said it had not, but that was a feasible option.  

 

Mr. Craig asked the distance between the street and the house, which was around 20 feet to the 

porch. Mr. Wenchel noted that the unusual site conditions required charging the vehicle in a 

public right-of-way, which he had not seen, and which would be akin to claiming a space in a 

public right-of-way as a private parking space. Mr. Dudka said that he agreed the topography and 

site conditions created an unusual condition and that the combination of those things would be 

required for the HALRB to make another similar recommendation.  

 

Mr. Craig asked if the entire small unit on the pole was supplied by the car manufacturer or 

whether the parts were separate and could be adapted. Mr. Kelly explained that he believed that 

most car manufacturers recommended chargers to pair with their vehicles. Mr. Dudka agreed 

with Mr. Craig that an unobtrusive box similar to a mailbox and not like the shelter pictured 

would be more agreeable.  

 

The Chairman asked if the charger were to be moved further into the property, given the 

topography, would it be less visible from the street? Mr. Kelly responded that he preferred not to 

have a cable running through his yard. Ms. Gwin reported that 25 feet appeared to be the longest 

recommended cable, which would be too short to reach a car from the house. Mr. Craig 

recommended looking for additional options such as having the unit closer to the house and 

running the cable across the yard, otherwise there might be many requests to have highly visible 

chargers near the right-of-way.  
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Mr. Laporte suggested that since the case was going to the BZA, many of the zoning concerns 

would be handled by the BZA and thus the HALRB was free to consider only preservation 

concerns.  

 

The Chairman stated that these seemed like almost unique conditions and that few residents 

would be able to claim similar conditions to support similarly visible installations on their 

properties. Mr. Laporte agreed, and said that given those specific conditions, he would be willing 

to give the same considerations to any resident in similar situations to support the integration of 

electric vehicles. Mr. Craig stated that supporting electric vehicles in historic districts did not 

require the HALRB to allow 7’ chargers in visible locations outside historic residences and that 

the HALRB should recommend ways to integrate such installations in an unobtrusive manner. 

Ms. Gwin updated the group after having done some research on her phone that it appeared that 

the larger of the proposed chargers was a commercial charger for speed-charging multiple 

vehicles per day and that residential chargers were typically much smaller and of the same scale 

as a mailbox.  

 

Mr. Dudka suggested that Mr. Kelly return to the DRC with an option closer to a mailbox size, 

otherwise the Board might have to resort to recommending something closer to the house with a 

cable through the yard. Ms. Rogers asked whether an existing locality might have already 

developed guidelines for electric vehicle chargers in historic districts. Mr. Dudka agreed that this 

would be helpful research. Ms. Gwin stated that the 240-volt charger with no covering felt less 

obtrusive than it would with a covering. Mr. Dudka stated concern about the reaction of 

Maywood residents to the installation of an uncovered charger and that he would prefer if the 

charger were made to look more like a mailbox.  

 

Ms. Bolliger informed the HALRB that the HPP staff posted placards and sent letters to adjacent 

property owners about this hearing to discuss the proposed charger installation, and that the BZA 

also would send out mailings when the project went in front of them. She observed that this 

would give the community multiple opportunities to comment on the appearance of the charger. 

Mr. Wenchel repeated his concern that the owner was taking ownership of a public part of the 

street for private use. Mr. Dudka replied that the BZA would make a determination on that issue, 

but that the BZA wanted to hear whether the HALRB thought there was a historically sensitive 

manner in which to install it. The Chairman and Mr. Dudka agreed that they believed electric 

chargers will become increasingly popular and that when enclosed they were an unobtrusive 

addition to the landscape.  

 

Ms. Lawrence summarized that given the number of unknowns, the best that could be offered 

[this evening] was a conditional approval. Mr. Kelly asked if he added a mailbox type enclosure 

over the charger if that would be approved. Mr. Craig replied that the Board needed more 

information to make such a determination. Mr. Dudka explained that there were two options for 

a conditional approval:1) a conditional approval pending DRC review that only required an 

additional review by DRC; or 2) a conditional approval that required another full review by the 

HALRB.  

 

Mr. Craig asked Mr. Kelly if he had chosen a car. Mr. Kelly responded no and explained he 

would not buy an electric car without the assurance that he could install the charger.  



HALRB Minutes – January 22, 2020  

 

10 
 

 

Ms. Gwin noted that the Board was supportive of the installation of the charger but needed 

additional details before giving final approval. Mr. Dudka suggested that if the applicant was still 

deciding, then there might be time for him to return for full review without a conditional 

approval. Ms. Lawrence stated that the current request was too hypothetical to approve 

conditionally, and Mr. Dudka added that the design Mr. Kelly submitted could not be approved 

by the Board even conditionally.  

 

Ms. Bolliger noted that she was unsure whether the BZA required HALRB approval because 

they wanted confirmation of the exact specifications and design that the Board wanted, or 

whether they wanted to know that the HALRB would be willing to approve an electric vehicle 

charger in a historic district, which had thus far not been done.  

 

Mr. Dudka stated he would not be comfortable making a conditional approval without knowing 

more information about what was being conditionally approved. Ms. Lawrence agreed, saying 

that in concept it appeared from the discussion that the HALRB was willing to approve electric 

vehicle chargers depending on design and location. The Chairman asked if the Board would be 

willing to make a motion for conditional approval to demonstrate to the BZA that Mr. Kelly 

could move forward with his application because in theory the HALRB approved of the concept 

to install an electric vehicle charger. Mr. Craig stated that he wondered if the BZA was not 

waiting on the HALRB to make its own determination. Mr. Dudka suggested that Mr. Kelly 

return to the DRC with a more specific design and then return to the HALRB. The Chairman 

asked what would happen if an HALRB-approved design was then rejected by the BZA. Ms. 

Liccese-Torres suggested that Mr. Kelly return with several options rather than a single design. 

Ms. Lawrence suggested Mr. Kelly visit nearby houses on 22nd Street North with on-street 

mailboxes and check their height. Mr. Kelly replied that he would return with at least two 

options. The Chairman made a motion to recommend that Mr. Kelly return to the DRC and then 

to the full Board for review. Mr. Dudka seconded the motion and it passed unanimously, 10-0.  

 

The Chairman adjourned the meeting at 9:23 PM. 


