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MINUTES OF THE HISTORICAL AFFAIRS AND LANDMARK REVIEW BOARD 

Wednesday, July 22, 2020, 5-7 PM 

This was a virtual public meeting held through electronic communication means.   

 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Charles Craig 

Omari Davis 

Robert Dudka 

Sarah Garner, Vice Chairwoman 

Carmela Hamm 

Gerry Laporte  

Joan Lawrence  

Liz Rogers 

Andrew Wenchel 

Richard Woodruff, Chairman 

 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Sherry Frear 

Jennie Gwin 

Mark Turnbull  

 

STAFF:   Cynthia Liccese-Torres, Historic Preservation Coordinator  

    Lorin Farris, Historic Preservation Planner 

    Angelina R. Jones, Historic Preservation Planner 

Serena Bolliger, Historic Preservation Specialist 

Jessica Margarit, Communications Manager 

Elise Cleva, Communications Specialist 

     

ROLL CALL & CALL TO ORDER 

 

The Chairman called the meeting to order at 5:00 PM. Ms. Liccese-Torres called the roll and 

determined there was a quorum.  

 

APPROVAL OF THE FEBRUARY 19, 2020, MEETING MINUTES  

 

The Chairman called for any changes to the February 19, 2020, draft meeting minutes. There 

were no comments. Mr. Laporte moved to approve the minutes and Ms. Lawrence seconded. The 

motion was unanimous and passed 10-0. 

 

 

 

 

EXPLANATION OF PUBLIC HEARING PROCEDURES 
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The Chairman explained the virtual HALRB public hearing procedures stating that the virtual 

meeting format was necessitated as a precaution to protect the Board, staff, and community 

members from the spread of COVID-19. He communicated the legal authority under which the 

County was able to hold virtual public hearings citing the Governor’s Executive Orders, legislation 

adopted by the VA General Assembly, and the County Board’s Continuity of Operations 

Ordinance adopted in March 2020. The Chairman then described the logistics of how the virtual 

meeting would proceed via the Microsoft Teams platform and/or the call-in number. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING FOR CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS (CoAs) 

 

DISCUSSION AGENDA 

 

 1) Tim Huson and Anne Braghetta 

  2101 North Kenmore Street 

  CoA 20-07 (HPCA20-00007) 

  Maywood Historic District 

 Request for retroactive review of a sharing library box on the corner of the 

property visible from 21st Avenue North and North Kenmore Street. 

 

  2)    Henry and Ann Kelly 

2210 North Nelson Street 

CoA 20-03A (HPCA20-00008) 

Maywood Historic District 

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

property on the side of the historic dwelling. 

 

  3)    Stephen and Sara Young  

2324 North Edgewood Street 

CoA 20-04 (HPCA20-00001) 

Maywood Historic District 

Request to install solar panels on the non-historic rear addition of the historic 

house and the front of the historic garage. 

 

  4)    David and Linea Toepel 

2206 North Kenmore Street  

CoA 20-11 (HPCA20-00024) 

Maywood Historic District Request to demolish a non-contributing 

outbuilding. 

 

 

Discussion Agenda Item #1: 2101 North Kenmore Street 

 

The Chairman opened the discussion for CoA 20-07 by asking County staff to introduce the case. 

Ms. Jones stated that the dwelling on the subject property is a contributing resource in the 

Maywood Historic District. She detailed that the applicants were asking for retroactive review of 
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a sharing library box that they installed on their property at the intersection of 21st Avenue North 

and North Kenmore Street. The box was manufactured by a national distributor and was of a 

standard design, made of pine wood measuring 24”H x 17” W x12” D, and installed on a wood 

post approximately 2’ in height. 

 

Ms. Jones stated that staff recommended approval of the sharing library as it is a highly 

reversible site feature within the historic district. She observed that the scale of the sharing 

library is similar to the scale of mailboxes, which were exempt from review in the Maywood 

Design Guidelines. However, Ms. Jones argued that sharing libraries differ from mailboxes in 

that it would be appropriate for every house in Maywood to have a mailbox, as the Period of 

Significance for the district is 1906-1941 and the postal service was fully implemented in 

Arlington by 1941, but that it would not be appropriate for every house in the historic district to 

have a sharing library. She explained that this was because sharing libraries are not an historic 

feature and could substantially impact the overall architectural character of the neighborhood if 

there were a large number of them installed. Ms. Jones communicated the staff suggestion that 

the HALRB consider the overall quantity and proximity of other sharing libraries in Maywood 

when reviewing such requests in the future. She concluded by saying that given the small scale 

and reversibility of the sharing library, staff recommended that the proposed alteration was 

appropriate for the Maywood Historic District and complied with the intent of Chapter 7: Site 

Elements of the Maywood Design Guidelines.   

 

Ms. Jones then stated that per the Design Review Committee’s (DRC) recommendation, the 

Historic Preservation Program (HPP) staff requested that the HALRB discuss general parameters 

for the appropriateness of sharing libraries within the Maywood Local Historic District, 

particularly in terms of total number and distribution throughout the neighborhood.   

 

The Chairman invited Mr. Dudka to speak on behalf of the DRC. Mr. Dudka said Ms. Jones had 

summarized many of the points discussed by the DRC, but he added that the DRC believed 

sharing libraries are the sort of item that self-regulates. He stated many property owners know 

that it does not make sense to put one [sharing library] up right next to another one. He 

concluded that the main reason the item is before the Board is that the proliferation of sharing 

libraries is potentially an issue, however unlikely. 

 

The Chairman asked if either Tim Huson or Anne Braghetta were in attendance. Mr. Huson 

responded that he was present. Mr. Huson stated that he appreciated the work and 

professionalism of the staff and the Board. He explained how he respectfully disagreed that the 

HALRB should limit the number of sharing libraries in Maywood and that he disagreed that the 

Maywood Design Guidelines gave the County the authority to review installation of sharing 

libraries within the local historic district (LHD). He argued that Maywood is a contemporary 

neighborhood, not a museum, and that the sharing library has been a popular amenity since he 

installed it. He observed that if every house in Maywood wanted a sharing library, this would be 

a sign of a vibrant community and that in the midst of the current pandemic, such an action could 

help fill the void left by the temporary closure of physical public library locations. Mr. Huson 

argued that the same logic staff used to ask for a limit on the number of sharing library boxes 

could also be used to limit the number of cars in Maywood since there were far fewer cars in the 

neighborhood during the Period of Significance. He concluded by stating that he did not believe 
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the zoning overlay allowed the County to limit the number of sharing libraries in Maywood, that 

reviewing these items was not an efficient use of County and community resources, and he 

requested that the HALRB not limit the number of sharing libraries that could be installed in the 

LHD.  

 

The Chairman thanked Mr. Huson for his remarks and asked if he was making them on behalf of 

Ms. Braghetta, as well; Mr. Huson confirmed he was. The Chairman then invited Ms. Jones to 

read into the record the public comments submitted related to this case. Ms. Jones read an email 

of support from Ms. Leah Wampler Maderal of 3307 21st Avenue North in which she asserted 

that the library was a welcome addition to the corner. Ms. Jones then read a comment submitted 

by Janet Barsy of 3302 21st Avenue North in support of the library box as a community resource. 

 

The Chairman then asked if the Board had any comments. Ms. Lawrence said that rather than 

setting a policy or parameters for sharing libraries moving forward, the HALRB should consider 

each such application individually as it does with other site elements in the LHD. Further, she 

agreed with Mr. Dudka that sharing libraries are self-regulating. Mr. Laporte agreed with Ms. 

Lawrence and said he did not think that the Board should consider establishing a policy as was 

suggested in the staff report. Mr. Dudka added that while he agreed with the other Board 

members comments, that if the Board did not discuss any limitations on the number of sharing 

libraries, then this case would establish a precedent of the Board approving sharing libraries that 

would be difficult to overturn if there were too many applications to install them throughout the 

neighborhood. Mr. Dudka reiterated he did not think that it would be a problem, but he 

encouraged the Board before voting to consider the implications of this application for future 

reviews. He concluded by suggesting that it might be more effective for the HALRB to focus on 

the compatibility of the design of the sharing library boxes rather than the total number of them.  

 

The Chairman ended the conversation by stating that he agreed with Mr. Huson and others that 

these objects are self-regulating but asserted contrary to Mr. Huson’s statement that the HALRB 

did have the authority to review proposals for sharing libraries prior to their installation.  

 

The Chairman moved that the HALRB approve CoA 20-07, to allow the existing sharing library 

at 2101 North Kenmore Street. Given the small scale and reversibility of the sharing library, it 

complies with the intent of Chapter 7: Site Elements of the Maywood Design Guidelines. Mr. 

Davis seconded the motion and it passed unanimously 10-0.    

 

Discussion Agenda Item #2: 2210 North Nelson Street 

 

The Chairman opened the discussion for CoA 20-03A by asking Ms. Jones to give the staff 

report. Ms. Jones explained that the dwelling on the subject property is considered contributing 

to the Maywood LHD. She stated that the applicants want to install an electric vehicle charger on 

the north elevation of the historic dwelling in the same location where utility boxes were already 

clustered. She explained that if the HALRB approved this CoA amendment, then it would 

modify CoA 20-03, which approved the installation of the charger on an approximately 4’-tall 

cedar post near the public right-of-way. Ms. Jones said the owners confirmed that their property 

extends to the curb and there is no sidewalk easement on their property. The charging cord 
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would be long enough to extend from the house to the public street [North Nelson Street] where 

the applicants park their car.  

 

Ms. Jones stated that the applicants did not know whether there was historic wooden siding 

under the aluminum siding. However, she observed there would be minimal impact to fabric 

under the aluminum siding as the only anticipated work was to possibly drill a small diameter 

hole through the wall to run cables to the electric vehicle charger. 

 

Ms. Jones noted that due to the public health crisis occasioned by COVID-19, the DRC had not 

been able to convene since the owners submitted their CoA application and that there was no 

DRC recommendation. 

 

Ms. Jones said staff recommended approval of this amendment to CoA 20-03, observing that 

while such vehicle chargers are likely to become more common in Arlington neighborhoods, this 

application will serve as a model for future electric vehicle chargers in the LHD. She stated that 

while it is not typically appropriate to locate site elements at the front portion of Maywood 

dwellings, this parcel has several unusual constraints that make it necessary to consider the front 

of the dwelling as an appropriate location; namely there is no right-of-way easement, driveway, 

or parking pad. Furthermore, she stated the scale of this site element was similar to a mailbox - a 

design feature exempt from HALRB review - and would be mounted on non-historic siding on a 

non-primary elevation with low visibility from the street. For these reasons, Ms. Jones concluded 

staff found the proposed installation was appropriate for the Maywood Historic District and 

complied with Chapter 7: Site Elements of the Maywood Design Guidelines.    

 

The Chairman then invited Mr. Henry Kelly to comment. Mr. Kelly thanked staff and said the 

staff report covered most aspects of the case. He then explained how he found an electric vehicle 

charger with a cord long enough to reach the street after the HALRB approved CoA 20-03 and 

this was the reason he was requesting the amendment. He concluded by stating the charger 

would be mounted with multiple other utilities on the house and he did not think it would be 

anymore obtrusive than the existing utilities.  

 

The Chairman asked for comments from the HALRB. Mr. Dudka stated that from his 

perspective, as a member of the DRC, he felt this was a very good solution to the constraints of 

the site. He agreed it is appropriate to locate this element with other utilities on the side of the 

house. Mr. Craig added that the DRC’s initial recommendation was for the charger to be 

installed on the porch or the side of the house, but that when the Board [originally] considered 

CoA 20-03, the applicant had not found a charger with a long enough cord to make it possible.  

 

The Chairman moved that the HALRB approve CoA 20-03A, to allow installation of an electric 

vehicle charging station near the front of the property on the side of the historic dwelling at 2210 

North Nelson Street, and further note pursuant to the staff report accompanying CoA-20-03A, 

that the property has several unusual constraints that make it necessary to consider the front of 

the dwelling as an appropriate location. The proposed installation complies with Chapter 7: Site 

Elements of the Maywood Design Guidelines. The Vice-Chairwoman seconded the motion and it 

passed unanimously 10-0.    
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Discussion Agenda Item #3: 2324 North Edgewood Street 

 

The Chairman invited Ms. Jones to give the staff report for CoA 20-04. Ms. Jones stated both the 

dwelling and the garage on the subject property are contributing to the Maywood LHD. She 

explained that the applicants were requesting to add solar panels on the roof of the non-historic 

addition at the rear of the dwelling and to the roof of the dormer on the contributing detached 

garage. She said the application was for a total of 24 panels – 19 panels arranged asymmetrically 

on the roof of the addition and five panels arranged in a rectangle on the dormer of the garage. 

She noted that while the newest update to the Maywood Design Guidelines [adopted in March 

2020] did allow for the administrative staff review of the installation of solar panels under 

specific circumstances, this application did not meet the criteria for administrative review for the 

following reasons: 1) the proposed configuration is disjointed and spans several roofs; 2) some of 

the panels are proposed for installation on an architectural element [the dormer]; 3) some of the 

panels are proposed for the garage, which is a contributing resource; and 4) the panels proposed 

for the garage would be visible from the right-of-way [North Edgewood Street]. 

  

Ms. Jones concluded that staff recommended approval of the subject application, observing that 

the contributing garage is set back more than 88 feet from the street. She argued that while the 

garage is historic, the material to be impacted by the addition of the five solar panels would be 

non-historic asphalt shingles, a sacrificial material. She further explained that the 19 additional 

proposed panels would be mounted on the roof of a non-historic rear addition to the dwelling and 

would not be highly visible from the street. For these reasons, Ms. Jones said the scope of this 

project meets the intent of Chapter 5: Exterior Renovation and Appendix G of the Maywood 

Design Guidelines by minimizing impact to the character of the historic buildings on the 

property and reducing the visual impact from the public street. 

 

The Chairman invited Mr. Dudka to give the DRC report. Mr. Dudka stated in general the DRC 

members felt that the panels on the non-historic addition were appropriate, but they were 

concerned about the appropriateness of the panels on the contributing garage and that they would 

be visible from the public street. Mr. Dudka said the DRC wanted to understand why the solar 

panels could not be put on the back of the garage rather than the front and he invited the 

applicant to respond to that question. 

 

The Chairman asked Mr. Stephen Young to address the Board. Mr. Young explained that he 

proposed to install panels at the front of the garage because it is a better location for solar gain 

since the dormer is raised rather than flat. He then stated that while the garage is visible from the 

right-of-way, the garage is set far enough back that it is not immediately visible to passersby due 

to a large tree substantially blocking the view from the public street. Mr. Young explained how 

he modified his proposal; he initially had proposed panels on the front roof of the garage plus the 

dormer but agreed to remove the panels from the garage roof because of visibility concerns 

expressed by the DRC.    

 

The Chairman next requested HALRB comments. Mr. Craig asked staff if they had visited the 

site to determine if the panels could be raised on the slope at the back of the garage. He also 

asked about how visible the back of the garage was from neighboring properties. Ms. Jones 
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responded that staff had not visited the site to determine what the view would be from the rear of 

the property.  

 

The Chairman acknowledged Mr. Young, who explained that one of the photos visible on the 

screen was a view of the garage and showed that the panels would not be visible on the garage 

dormer from the ground plane. He also clarified that the proposed panels would be on the front 

of the garage not the rear. Ms. Jones pointed out the solar panel arrangement in plan in relation to 

the right-of-way to illustrate Mr. Young’s comment. 

 

Mr. Dudka asked what the thickness of the panels would be and how high they would project 

above the surface of the roof. He added that this case could also set a precedent for allowing 

visible solar panels and he asked the HALRB members if they would be comfortable setting that 

precedent. The Chairman responded that based on existing conditions photos, it did not seem 

plausible that even if the solar panels were raised a few inches above the roof plane that they 

would be visible from the right-of-way. The Chairman asked Mr. Young how far the solar panels 

would project off the roof. Mr. Young replied that the panels would project four or five inches 

and asked staff to confirm the thickness of the panels. Ms. Jones responded that staff were 

reviewing the application materials now and she would share the dimension with the Board once 

they had found the information. 

 

Mr. Wenchel said that he believed Virginia had recently passed legislation communicating that 

homeowners associations should not be unreasonable regarding homeowners’ requests for solar 

panels. He expressed that he thought the [proposed] location on the garage dormer was 

reasonable and that the only possible objection was if the panels were proposed for the sloping 

front roof of the garage, since it is a contributing building. Mr. Wenchel concluded by saying 

since the garage is set far enough back, the solar panels on the dormer would not be visible. 

 

Ms. Lawrence asked Mr. Young whether the back roof of the garage sloped similarly to the front 

roof and if it would be possible to install the panels on the back of the garage. Mr. Young 

responded that he was proposing installation on the front of the garage based on the 

recommendation of the solar panel provider. 

 

Ms. Jones stated that according to the specifications that Mr. Young submitted with his 

application, the panels would be between one and two inches in thickness. The Chairman asked 

how far the panels would project from the roof when installed. Ms. Jones responded that there 

were various methods for installing the panels; however, the specifications did not indicate this 

particular detail.  

 

Mr. Craig said that what Ms. Lawrence asked was related to his earlier question as to whether it 

was possible to create a structure on the back roof of the garage that would improve the angle for 

the placement of solar panels. Mr. Young responded that the trees shaded the back of the roof 

when the sun is low in the sky much more than the front of the roof.  

 

Ms. Lawrence said that considering this is a contributing outbuilding, she recommended that any 

motion made by the Board be very detailed and consider the distance of the structure from the 

right-of-way. Mr. Dudka added that the HALRB cannot properly approve a CoA without details 
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about how high the solar panels would project from the roof. He observed that some solar panels 

are mounted high above the roof plane as their standard method of installation and he would be 

reluctant to approve this CoA without confirmation of the installation height. The Chairman 

responded that he would like to come to a resolution given that the garage is barely visible from 

the street and that creating a frame to install the panels on the back of the garage is potentially 

more harmful to the historic structure than mounting them on the front dormer. He concluded 

that he would like to tailor the motion to address the concerns of the Board. Mr. Dudka 

suggested the motion limit the height that the panels could project above the roof to a maximum 

number that the Board determined to be appropriate. He also agreed with the Chairman that he 

did not think projecting the panels on the back roof of the garage was a good solution.  

 

The Chairman asked Ms. Jones to reiterate the thickness of the solar panels. She stated that the 

specifications offered a range between a little over one inch and a little over two inches and 

explained that the specifications were written in metric, which is why there was not an even 

measurement in inches.  

 

Ms. Jones asked Mr. Young if he knew the method of installation as the specifications stated that 

there were multiple methods possible. Mr. Young replied he did not know. The Chairman asked 

Mr. Dudka to clarify if he meant that the approximately two-inch panels would not be elevated 

above an additional two inches or so for a total of four inches of height. Mr. Dudka confirmed 

that was what he was suggesting since the applicant could not confirm the method of installation, 

although the Board should agree on an appropriate maximum height. He concluded that the 

applicant would need to return to the HALRB for an amendment if the height of the installation 

exceeded the maximum agreed upon by the Board. The Chairman said that a four-inch maximum 

did not seem sufficient to him and Mr. Dudka stated he would be comfortable with five inches. 

 

Mr. Wenchel reiterated he thought some of the Board’s discussion could be construed as 

discouraging the installation of solar panels and that the applicant’s request to mount the solar 

panels on the garage was appropriate given the slope and orientation of the dormer. He 

concluded by observing the need for the panels to be lofted to avoid moisture damage and stated 

the proposal was a reasonable request.  

 

Mr. Laporte argued that the HALRB should provide an incentive to keep the profile of the panels 

as low as possible; he suggested the resolution should say to keep the panel profile as low as 

possible, but not above a specified maximum height. He preferred an installation method with 

the lowest profile rather than choosing the installation technique based on cost. Ms. Liccese-

Torres stated that the HALRB could grant a conditional approval requiring staff to verify the 

total installation height with the applicant before issuing the CoA. The Chairman replied he was 

more inclined to make a motion for an unconditional approval reflecting Mr. Laporte’s 

suggestion. 

 

The Chairman moved that:  

 

The HALRB approve CoA 20-04 to allow installation of solar panels on the non-

historic rear addition of the house and on the front of the historic garage provided 

that the panels on the historic garage are as low profile as possible and this is in 
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accordance with the subject application at 2324 North Edgewood Street. The 

HALRB notes that the project meets the intent of Chapter 5: Exterior Renovation 

and Appendix G of the Maywood Design Guidelines by minimizing impact to the 

character of the historic buildings on the property and reducing the visual impact 

from the right of way. 

 

Ms. Lawrence asked to amend the motion by inserting the phrase “not to exceed six inches” after 

“provided the panels on the historic garage are as low profile as possible” and suggested 

clarifying that the solar panels would be on top of the dormer of the garage. The Chairman asked 

someone to second Ms. Lawrence’s amendment to the motion. The Chairman explained that the 

first vote would be on the original motion with Ms. Lawrence’s amendment and if that vote 

failed, then they would take a second vote on the original motion only. Mr. Wenchel seconded. 

Ms. Liccese-Torres read the amended motion back as: 

 

I move that the HALRB approve CoA 20-04, to allow installation of solar panels 

on the non-historic rear addition to the house and on the front of the dormer of the 

historic garage provided the panels on the historic garage are as low in profile as 

possible not to exceed six inches in accordance with the subject application at 

2324 North Edgewood Street. The HALRB notes that the project meets the intent 

of Chapter 5: Exterior Renovation and Appendix G of the Maywood Design 

Guidelines by minimizing impact to the character of the historic buildings on the 

property and reducing the visual impact from the right of way. 

 

The Chairman called for any further discussion of the motion as amended by Ms. Lawrence. 

Mr. Laporte said he assumed that if the HALRB passed this motion, there would be a 

verification process conducted by staff to ensure that the applicant selected the lowest profile 

installation option. The Chairman argued this was not the standard process when the HALRB 

approves a CoA. Mr. Laporte responded there needed to be some form of verification that the 

installation was as low in profile as possible and suggested the motion be amended to state, “to 

be verified by the staff.” The Chairman asked if Mr. Laporte was proposing this change in 

addition to Ms. Lawrence’s amendment. Mr. Laporte stated he was suggesting the amendment 

to the original motion, not Ms. Lawrence’s amendment. 

 

Ms. Jones expressed concern as staff about taking responsibility for verifying that the applicant 

chose the lowest profile option available and asked Mr. Laporte to clarify what documentation 

he thought staff would use to verify this. Mr. Laporte replied staff would need to get a statement 

from the applicants that after consulting with their contractor they chose the lowest possible 

option. Ms. Jones pointed out that Ms. Bolliger as the field inspector would be able to verify in 

the field that the installation did not exceed six inches. Ms. Jones expressed doubt that adding 

an additional step for verification before issuing the CoA would lead to a different result than 

simply having Ms. Bolliger confirm the height of the installation in the field. Mr. Laporte 

responded that if there are multiple options for an installation height below six inches, but that 

six inches is the cheapest option, then owners would typically choose the cheapest even if it was 

not the lowest profile option; his proposed verification procedure would prevent the applicants 

from doing this. The Chairman proposed disposing of the verification requirement, since getting 
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a statement from the contractor or otherwise demonstrating that the option the applicant chose 

was the lowest profile option would be an unnecessary step.  

 

The Chairman said he was prepared to call a vote on the motion with the proposed amendment 

and then a second vote on the final motion to approve the CoA. The first motion passed 8-2 

with Mr. Laporte and Mr. Woodruff voting against. The second motion passed unanimously 10-

0.  

 

Both Mr. Laporte and Mr. Dudka expressed confusion over what was included in the first vote 

versus the second vote. The Chairman explained the first vote was on the amendment proposed 

by Ms. Lawrence to his original motion and the second vote was on the amended motion 

(including Ms. Lawrence’s language) to approve the CoA. He apologized for any confusion and 

asked if it was possible to amend the vote. Ms. Liccese-Torres responded that it was not 

possible to go back and amend the first vote, since the second vote approving the CoA already 

passed. The Chairman agreed to proceed to the next agenda item. 

 

Discussion Agenda Item #4: 2206 North Kenmore Street 

 

The Chairman opened the discussion for CoA 20-11 by asking staff to present their report. Ms. 

Jones said the dwelling at 2206 North Kenmore Street was constructed before 1923 and that the 

dwelling was a contributing resource in the National Register Historic District. She stated that 

the outbuilding, listed in the nomination as a guest house, was non-contributing and likely was 

constructed around 1999 based on Arlington’s building permit records. She noted that while the 

shed’s non-contributing status was defined by the National Register of Historic Places 

nomination for Maywood, this categorization also applied to the outbuilding’s local historic 

district status as there was not a separate local historic district survey for the Maywood LHD.  

  

Ms. Jones explained that the applicant was requesting to demolish the approximately 490-square 

foot, non-historic outbuilding sited behind the primary dwelling on the parcel. The applicants did 

not propose to construct a new replacement outbuilding. Ms. Jones noted that due to the public 

health crisis occasioned by COVID-19, the DRC had not been able to convene since the owners 

submitted their CoA application.  

  

Ms. Jones said staff recommended approval of the subject application noting that the Maywood 

Design Guidelines specify that historic buildings should be maintained in-situ including 

outbuildings. She argued that since the subject outbuilding was non-historic and was built well 

after the Period of Significance for the Maywood LHD (1906-1941), its demolition would not 

negatively impact the overall architectural character or integrity of the district. She concluded 

that the scope of this project met the intent of Chapter 9: Demolition, Relocation or Subdivision 

of the Maywood Design Guidelines.  

 

Mr. Dudka asked to see a photo of the house and Ms. Jones responded that staff would project 

the image once they located one in the staff files.  

 

The Chairman invited the applicant to speak. Mr. Toepel explained the outbuilding was large and 

blocked views to the adjoining properties and that was why they wished to remove it. He stated 
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he owned both this and the neighboring property and that many of his neighbors had requested 

he remove the outbuilding. Mr. Toepel said the outbuilding was too large for the size of the yard 

and was not very functional. 

 

The Chairman asked for questions from the HALRB and there were none. The Chairman moved 

that the HALRB approve CoA 20-11, to approve demolition of the non-contributing outbuilding 

at 2206 North Kenmore Street in accordance with Chapter 9 of the Maywood Design Guidelines. 

The HALRB further moved that any future replacement outbuilding on the property will require 

a CoA. Mr. Craig seconded the motion and it passed unanimously 10-0. 

 

OTHER BUSINESS 

 

Discussion Item #1: Historic Status of an Outbuilding at 3601 21st Avenue North 

 

The Chairman asked Ms. Jones to provide the staff report on the discussion item. Ms. Jones 

stated the dwelling at 3601 21st Avenue North in the Maywood LHD was constructed before 

1916 and was listed as a contributing resource in the Maywood National Register Historic 

District. She explained that the 10’ x 12’ wooden shingle clad shed located at the northwestern 

corner of the lot behind the dwelling also was listed as a contributing resource in the Maywood 

National Register Nomination. Ms. Jones noted that while the shed’s contributing status was 

defined by the National Register of Historic Places nomination for Maywood, the only historic 

status being assessed by the HALRB was the outbuilding’s LHD status. She clarified that since 

there was not a separate local historic district survey for the Maywood LHD the HALRB 

references the historic classification of resources in the National Register nomination to consider 

the appropriateness of changes to resources within the LHD boundaries. Ms. Jones stated the 

HALRB’s determination in this matter would have no bearing on the status of this resource as it 

was listed in the National Register of Historic Places. 

  

Ms. Jones said the property owners were asking the HALRB to assess the historic status of the 

shed on their property as they would like to demolish the shed and construct a new 300-square 

foot garage along the northern boundary of their parcel. She stated that staff advised the owners 

first to request the HALRB review the historic designation status of the shed before submitting a 

CoA application. Ms. Jones indicated that staff were requesting the HALRB to make a 

determination that either: 1) the shed was built during the Period of Significance of the 

Maywood historic district and was therefore contributing to the district; OR 2) the shed was built 

after the district’s period of significance and therefore should be considered non-contributing. 

She said that if the HALRB determined the shed was a non-contributing resource, then the 

property owners would submit a CoA application proposing demolition of the shed and detailing 

the design of the proposed new garage. 

  

Ms. Jones asserted that although the Maywood National Register Nomination indicated that the 

shed at 3601 21st Avenue North was a contributing resource; staff had found archival evidence 

suggesting that the shed post-dated Maywood’s Period of Significance (1906 to 1941). She 

explained that historic insurance maps showed that while there was an outbuilding on the parcel 

in 1935 and 1943, there was no outbuilding on the property in 1952 or 1959. She further noted 

that County aerial photographs showed a new outbuilding on the property by 1962 and pointed 
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out that this outbuilding was constructed well after the end of the Period of Significance for the 

historic district. Ms. Jones added that Arlington County’s historic building permit index 

indicated that a 10’ x 20’ shed was erected on the property around May 1974. Aerial photographs 

confirm that the outbuilding on the property as seen in the 1962 aerial changed between 1974 

and 1983.  

  

Ms. Jones concluded by stating that staff recommended the HALRB change the Maywood LHD 

status of the shed at 3601 21st Avenue North from contributing to non-contributing since archival 

evidence demonstrated that: 1) the extant shed on the property post-dated the 1906 to 1941 

Period of Significance of the LHD; and 2) the extant shed probably dated to 1974.   

 

The Chairman thanked staff for thoroughly researching the available archival materials for the 

property. He then invited the applicants to speak. Ms. Margaret Moore explained they had 

initiated their inquiry regarding the date of the shed in February, but the process had been 

delayed by the COVID-19 pandemic. She said at that time they had been thinking about building 

a garage or parking pad on their lot, but that since the shed was listed as a contributing resource, 

they would need to work around it to add parking to the parcel. Ms. Moore explained that 

following the guidance of their designers and Ms. Jones, they had decided to ask the HALRB to 

evaluate the historic status of the shed before finalizing a design for the parking pad or garage. 

Ms. Moore concluded that she believed the evidence against the shed being historic was 

conclusive and they would be able to move forward with their planning if the HALRB agreed the 

shed was non-contributing. 

 

The Chairman opened the item to comments from the HALRB and there were none. The 

Chairman moved that the HALRB, pursuant to the historical documentation presented, declares 

the outbuilding on the property located at 3601 21st Avenue North to be a non-historic, non-

contributing structure for the purposes of the Maywood Local Historic District. Mr. Craig 

seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously 9-0 [Mr. Dudka had lost connectivity and 

was not present for the vote].  

 

The Chairman stated that before closing the meeting he would like to clarify a point pertaining to 

CoA 20-04 with staff. The Chairman asked if the solar panel array at 2324 North Edgewood 

Street exceeded six inches after it was installed if it would need to come back to the full 

HALRB. Ms. Liccese-Torres confirmed that the applicant would need to seek an amendment 

from the HALRB if the array on the garage dormer exceeded six inches in height. Ms. Lawrence 

stated this was what she intended by the amendment.  

 

Mr. Dudka [having reconnected to the virtual meeting] asked if the HALRB had already voted 

on Discussion Item #1 [the shed at 3601 21st Avenue North] and Ms. Liccese-Torres confirmed 

that the Board had already voted. Mr. Dudka expressed that the building did not look like it was 

built in 1974. He argued that if it was true the aerials show it was not there during the Period of 

Significance, then it was likely the shed had been moved to the property from another location. 

Mr. Dudka concluded he felt the item needed more research. Ms. Liccese-Torres responded that 

staff already had referred to the full breadth of historic records at their disposal, including 

multiple years of two different kinds of insurance maps, historic building permit cards, and aerial 

photographs. Mr. Dudka asked if staff had examined the building itself. Ms. Jones responded that 
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Ms. Bolliger and she had visited the property in March 2020 right before the quarantine began, 

but that staff relied heavily on the archival evidence to form their recommendation. She 

explained the building permit record demonstrated that a 10’ by 20’ shed was erected on the 

property in 1974. Mr. Dudka said he wanted to make sure to state those comments for the record.  

 

The Chairman adjourned the meeting at 6:46 PM. 


