
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY PLANNING, HOUSING AND DEVELOPMENT  

Neighborhood Services Division 

Courthouse Plaza One   2100 Clarendon Boulevard, Suite 700   Arlington, VA 22201 
TEL 703.228.3830  FAX 703.228.3834  www.arlingtonva.us 

 

DRAFT MINUTES OF THE 
 HISTORICAL AFFAIRS AND LANDMARK REVIEW BOARD 

Wednesday, September 16, 2020, 5-7 PM 
This was a virtual public meeting held through electronic communication means.   

 
MEMBERS PRESENT: Omari Davis 

Robert Dudka 
Sarah Garner, Vice Chairwoman 
Jennie Gwin 
Carmela Hamm 
Gerry Laporte  
Joan Lawrence  
Liz Rogers 
Andrew Wenchel 
Richard Woodruff, Chairman 

 
MEMBERS EXCUSED: Charles Craig 

Sherry Frear 
Mark Turnbull  

 
STAFF:   Cynthia Liccese-Torres, Historic Preservation Supervisor  
    Lorin Farris, Historic Preservation Planner 
    Angelina Jones, Historic Preservation Planner 

Serena Bolliger, Historic Preservation Specialist 
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. The Chairman thanked Ms. Jones for her hard work and 
dedication in her role as HALRB liaison over the past two years and wished her luck in her new 
position outside of the County. Ms. Jones thanked the Chairman and Board members for their 
kind words since the announcement of her departure. The Chairman noted that John Aiken was 
in attendance; he has an interest in joining the board and may be appointed.   
 
APPROVAL OF THE JULY 22 AND AUGUST 19, 2020, MEETING MINUTES  
 
The Chairman called for any changes to the July 22 and August 19, 2020, draft meeting minutes. 
There were no comments. Ms. Lawrence moved to approve the minutes and Mr. Davis seconded. 
The motion was unanimous and passed 8-0 (Ms. Garner and Mr. Wenchel had not yet arrived). 
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EXPLANATION OF PUBLIC HEARING PROCEDURES 
 
The Chairman explained the virtual HALRB public hearing procedures and stated 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)   Jessie Al-Amin 

2415 Shirlington Road 
CoA 20-15 (HPCA20-00030) 
Green Valley Pharmacy Historic District 
Request to modify the size of a side door opening to meet building code 
requirements. 

 
  2)   Ellen Steen and Robert Greer 

3600 22nd Street North 
CoA 20-09 (HPCA20-00011) 
Maywood Historic District 
Request to renovate the existing non-historic rear porch, which includes 
adding screening to enclose it. 

 
  3)   David and Linea Toepel 

2210 North Kenmore Street 
CoA 20-14 (HPCA20-00048) 
Maywood Historic District 
Request to modify the existing non-historic porch and deck, including 
extending the roof of the non-historic rear addition to cover the deck. 
 

4)   Thomas and Christina Gelson 
2314 North Kenmore Street 
CoA 20-16 (HPCA20-00054) 
Maywood Historic District 
Request for retroactive approval of an electric vehicle charging station at the 
front of the property. 
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  5)   Joseph and Beth Andrews 
2737 23rd Road North 
CoA 19-26A (HPCA20-00056) 
Maywood Historic District 
Request to replace non-historic vinyl windows with new wooden windows. 

 
 
Discussion Agenda Item #1: 2415 Shirlington Road 
 
The Chairman invited staff to introduce the application. Ms. Jones explained that the Green 
Valley Pharmacy is a one-story building that was designated as a Local Historic District (LHD) 
in 2013. She stated the property owner proposed to replace the existing side door on the south 
elevation at the back half of the building with a new, larger door opening to meet building code 
requirements for the new restaurant use. She said the existing door is 30”x 80” and the new door 
would be 6” wider, measuring 36”x 80”; the existing metal grille security gate would be removed 
and not replaced.  Ms. Jones explained that due to the public health crisis occasioned by the 
COVID-19 pandemic, the Design Review Committee (DRC) has not convened since its March 4, 
2020, meeting and thus this item, and all other CoAs on the agenda, had not been reviewed by 
the DRC. 
 
Ms. Jones said that the Historic Preservation Program (HPP) staff recommended approval of the 
application, noting the proposed alteration involves a side door of a commercial building that is 
not the primary point of entrance/egress. She stated both the existing door and grille are likely 
original based on construction drawings and the permit record. Ms. Jones explained that although 
the proposal will impact original material, it is a necessary change to allow for the adaptive reuse 
of the building as a restaurant and to meet applicable building codes. Further, Ms. Jones said 
although the door opening is visible from the public right-of-way along 24th Road South, this is 
not a primary elevation. Ms. Jones concluded that while the design guidelines for the Green 
Valley Pharmacy LHD specify that new doors should be sized to fit within existing openings, 
staff recommended greater flexibility in this particular case to allow for the adaptive reuse of this 
building as a restaurant and because this is not the primary entrance.  
 
The Chairman opened the floor for the applicants to speak, however none were present and Ms. 
Jones noted that they had not confirmed they would attend. The Chairman asked Mr. Dudka if 
there were any objections from the DRC. Mr. Dudka said he believed that had the DRC met, it 
would have placed this item on the consent agenda given the minor change needed to meet code, 
and that the update was warranted given the need to keep the building in use, ostensibly the best 
form of preservation. The Chairman thanked him for the statement and reminded all speakers to 
turn on their cameras when speaking. The Chairman invited other members of the DRC and 
subsequently all members of the HALRB to comment. 
 
As there were none, the Chairman made a motion: 
 

I move that the HALRB approve CoA-20-15 allowing replacement of the existing 
side door on the south elevation of the building at 2415 Shirlington Road with a 
larger door and opening as specified in the application to meet building code 
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requirements for new restaurant use. Although the design guidelines for the Green 
Valley Pharmacy specify that new doors should be sized to fit within existing 
openings, HALRB notes that the project does not impact the primary street-front 
entrance and is allowing greater flexibility for the adaptive reuse of the building. 

 
Ms. Garner seconded the motion (she had arrived at 5:14 PM). The Chairman asked for final 
comments; hearing none he asked Ms. Liccese-Torres to call the roll for the vote. The motion 
passed unanimously 9-0 (Mr. Wenchel had not yet arrived).  
 
Discussion Agenda Item #2: 3600 22nd Street North 
 
The Chairman asked Ms. Jones to present the staff report for the next agenda item. Ms. Jones 
stated the property is a one-story frame home built before 1912. She explained the applicants 
proposed to screen in their existing, non-historic rear porch constructed around 1992. She said 
the screen would be installed using a custom wooden frame on the outer edge of the porch, 
attached to the outer side of each extant column, with a wood screen door set into a wooden 
frame. Ms. Jones stated the applicants offered two options in the application materials: one 
including a railing and pickets behind the screen material and the other excluding the pickets. 
She said the applicants also planned to modify the porch landing and steps to accommodate the 
new screen door and both the proposed landing and steps would be constructed of pressure 
treated wood. 
     
Ms. Jones concluded that the HPP staff recommended approval of the subject application and 
that either of the two proposed design options were appropriate for the LHD. She said the rear 
porch is neither historic nor a character-defining feature of the house (having been constructed 
around 1992) and the new screen frame would be made of wood, a material that is appropriate 
for the district. Ms. Jones stated the applicants’ proposed modification to the porch landing and 
stairs is minimal, the new design also would be constructed of wood, and the scope of this 
project meets the intent of Chapter 5: Exterior Renovation of the Maywood Design Guidelines. 
 
The Chairman invited the applicant to speak; Ms. Steen said she was available if needed. Mr. 
Dudka stated that if the project had come to DRC, the committee would have recommended that 
the screen not be put on the exterior of the columns. He noted that screened rear and side porches 
have been approved several times in Maywood and largely the recommendation has been either 
to have the screen between the columns or behind it, particularly when the project is visible from 
the street. Mr. Dudka explained that although the addition is not historic, it was designed in 1992 
to be sympathetic to the home and wrapping it in an exterior screen would be inappropriate for 
the overall structure. He stated that he believed the preferred installation method would be 
between the columns as behind the columns would create maintenance difficulty. Mr. Dudka 
said the pickets were not necessary, but he recommended having a separate panel where the 
picket line would be in order to break up the panel and allow for easier and cheaper repair in the 
case of damage. Mr. Davis of the DRC agreed with Mr. Dudka and asked about a handrail on the 
new small staircase and landing. Mr. Wenchel concurred with Mr. Dudka’s points. 
 
Mr. Dudka opened the conversation to the board. Ms. Lawrence noted the last similar project [in 
Maywood] that had been approved had required the applicant to put the screen behind the rail 
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and pickets and that she believed the same requirement should be made for this project. Ms. 
Lawrence also expressed a preference for including the handrail pickets.  
 
Mr. Laporte said since the porch was visible from the street, every effort should be made to make 
the visual impact appropriate to the home and that in his experience screens on the exterior were 
the least visually appropriate. He also noted he had no preference on the handrail, but that zoning 
might require them. Ms. Hamm agreed with Mr. Laporte about the handrail requirement, and 
with Mr. Davis and Ms. Lawrence that the screen would be best between or behind the column 
line.  
 
Ms. Jones asked the board to provide very clear direction to the applicant for next steps, given 
that the DRC had not been able to meet due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The Chairman 
apologized to Ms. Steen for the delay in reviewing the project and the inability to provide DRC 
feedback before the board meeting. He suggested that the project be deferred to the October 
HALRB meeting.  
 
Ms. Liccese-Torres suggested that the applicant be invited to speak. Ms. Steen expressed 
frustration at the lack of guidance available as she had been waiting since the spring to have the 
project approved. She said given the small size of the porch, having the screening inside the 
porch would reduce the space further. Ms. Steen said that having to hire an architect for the 
project made it more expensive and she would need to return to the architect to revise the 
drawings further. Ms. Steen also noted that the proposed landing and stairs were not more than 
30 inches from the ground so she had been advised she did not have to install a handrail on the 
landing, and that given the profile of the house a handrail would be obtrusive.   
 
The Chairman noted that if the handrail was not required by the Zoning Ordinance, then it was 
beyond the HALRB’s purview to require it. The Chairman again sympathized with the 
applicant’s dilemma. 
 
Ms. Liccese-Torres asked the Chairman or a member of the DRC to repeat the design changes 
needed to move forward.  
 
Ms. Steen said she had met with multiple contractors about the design and none had implied that 
putting the screen between the columns was usual. She then asked for clear examples of how to 
implement that design change so she could provide guidance to her architect and contractor.  
 
Mr. Dudka stated there had been a project in Maywood with a screened porch between the 
columns so those drawings would be public record. He also noted that depending on what is 
required by code, he would find either installing or not installing a handrail to be acceptable 
design decisions, and that a design without the handrail would make installation between the 
columns easier.  
 
The Chairman asked if the drawings of the previously mentioned screened porch project would 
be available to the applicant. Ms. Liccese-Torres responded that although many more recent 
projects are online, some older projects are only stored in paper format in the County building 
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and that it might take some time to access the records but they could be shared with the 
applicant.  
Ms. Steen asked for clarification about the requirement of the handrail, as a design without one 
would make installation simpler but she had not been sure if a handrail would be expected from a 
design standpoint. Mr. Dudka appreciated the small size of the porch and noted that by removing 
the handrail, putting the screen between the columns would provide the same floor space as the 
handrail would. He believed that once the scribed coping system was installed to receive the 
panels, it would require less installation work and material than the exterior wrap proposal. 
 
The Chairman confirmed that the preferred design would be screens between the columns 
without the picket handrail. Mr. Wenchel confirmed that a handrail was not required when the 
design was less than 30 inches from the ground. 
 
The Chairman asked if the guidance was enough for staff and the applicant to move forward. Ms. 
Liccese-Torres asked the board to make a motion. The Chairman then proposed a motion: 
 

I move that the HALRB defer CoA 20-09 pending further development of 
the design and urge [HPP] staff to work with the applicant to come up 
with as acceptable a design as possible. Further, if the applicant comes up 
with an acceptable design [based on HALRB feedback], to then place the 
application on the October [HALRB] agenda. 

 
Mr. Laporte seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously 10-0 (Mr. Wenchel 
arrived at 5:25 PM). 
 
Discussion Agenda Item #3: 2210 North Kenmore Street 
 
The Chairman asked Ms. Jones to present the staff report for the next agenda item. Ms. 
Jones stated that 2210 North Kenmore Street is a two-story wood frame dwelling on a 
concrete block foundation. She explained that the applicants were requesting to combine 
the existing, non-historic rear sunroom and the non-historic rear screened-in porch 
approved in 2007 as part of a rear addition (CoA 07-35) and to put a roof over their 
existing deck (CoA 11-31). She said the addition is on the west elevation of the house 
and the sunroom and porch would be combined by removing the wall between them to 
create one contiguous space. She noted that a portion of the wall on the north elevation 
would be closed and covered with siding as part of the design. Ms. Jones explained the 
footprint of the deck and porch would remain the same, the roofing material over the 
deck would be aluminum standing seam, and the existing deck railing would be replaced 
by new steel handrails. She stated the HPP staff recommended approval of the application 
since neither the rear porch nor deck is a historic character-defining feature of the house. 
She said the new roof, railing, and screening would be of materials appropriate for the 
Maywood Local Historic District and therefore the scope of this project meets the intent 
of Chapter 5: Exterior Renovation of the Maywood Design Guidelines. 
 
The Chairman asked if the applicant or a representative were present and invited them to 
speak. The applicant explained that the sunroom and porch were within the existing 



HALRB Minutes – September 16, 2020  
 

7 
 

footprint of the home and they would just be removing the wall between them and 
extending the roof because of a large tree dropping organic material onto the deck. 
The Chairman invited the members of the DRC to speak. Mr. Dudka said he had no 
concerns with the design and believed the project most likely would have been placed on 
the consent agenda had it been reviewed by DRC. Mr. Davis and Mr. Wenchel agreed 
with Mr. Dudka’s statement. 
 
Ms. Lawrence asked for clarification on the location of the screen vis-à-vis the railing. 
The applicant noted the screen was and would remain inside the railing. Ms. Lawrence 
thanked him for the information and noted that a nearby resident had asked to install their 
screen outside the railing and had been denied, and she wanted to ensure that the 
HALRB’s decisions were consistent. The project’s architect confirmed the railing was 
inside the screen.  
 
Ms. Gwin asked if this and the other screened porch projects involved contributing 
houses in the historic district. Ms. Liccese-Torres and Ms. Lawrence replied that they 
believed they did. Ms. Gwin said she believed this could be a factor in making decisions. 
Ms. Lawrence noted that the project she was thinking of had been for a non-historic 
addition on the rear of the house. Ms. Lawrence asked that the Board be consistent in 
their decisions. 
 
Mr. Laporte stated he supported the design and noted that given that the project was not 
visible from the street, the aesthetic effect was less of a factor. Ms. Lawrence remarked 
the property she had been referring to was three doors down with the same orientation 
and street visibility and thus reiterated she felt consistency was important.  
 
The Chairman invited comments from the HALRB. As there were none, the Chairman made a 
motion: 
 

I move that the HALRB approve CoA 20-14, as proposed in the subject 
application for 2210 North Kenmore Street.  HALRB notes that neither the 
rear porch nor deck is a historic character-defining feature of the house 
and finds that the scope of the project meets the intent of Chapter 5: 
Exterior Renovation of the Maywood Design Guidelines. 

 
Mr. Laporte seconded the motion and it passed 9-1 with Ms. Lawrence voting against the 
motion. 
 
Discussion Agenda Item #4: 2314 North Kenmore Street 
 
The Chairman asked Ms. Jones to present the staff report for the next agenda item. Ms. 
Jones said 2314 North Kenmore Street is a Colonial Revival-inspired dwelling in the 
Maywood Historic District that is also a contributing resource to the Maywood National 
Register Historic District. She explained that in April 2018, the HALRB agreed with the 
HPP staff’s assessment that the house should be treated as a non-contributing resource 
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due to the extensive changes to the dwelling and its lack of integrity of materials, design, 
workmanship, and feeling. 
 
Ms. Jones explained that the applicants were seeking retroactive approval for the 
installation of an electric vehicle charger on the east (primary) elevation of the dwelling 
adjacent to the driveway. She said the charger’s cord, charging nozzle, and hook for the 
charging nozzle are visible on the façade; the electrical box is not visible on the exterior 
of the dwelling. 
 
Ms. Jones stated that the HPP staff recommended approval of this request that would 
allow the applicants to keep the electric vehicle charger installed on the east side of their 
house. She further stated the following summary from the written staff report: “While 
vehicle chargers are likely to become more common in Arlington neighborhoods, the 
installation of such chargers is not necessarily incompatible with the architectural 
character of the Maywood Historic District and the HALRB should make reasonable 
accommodation to allow for environmentally sustainable energy. Although it is not 
typically appropriate to locate site elements at the front portion of Maywood dwellings, 
this electric vehicle charger is very low profile and reversible, necessitating only a small 
diameter hole in the siding for installation. Furthermore, the scale of this site element is 
similar to that of a light sconce (a design feature exempt from HALRB review) and is 
mounted on non-historic siding on a non-contributing dwelling. For these reasons, the 
HPP staff finds that the installation is appropriate for the Maywood Historic District and 
complies with Chapter 7: Site Elements of the Maywood Design Guidelines.”  
 
The Chairman asked if the Gelsons were present; Ms. Gelson stated that she was. The 
Chairman invited the DRC to make any comments. Mr. Dudka noted this was the lowest 
profile charger he had seen in Maywood. He said that while he would have preferred it be 
further back and not on the front façade, had the project been reviewed by the DRC, he 
would have recommended putting the item on the consent agenda. Mr. Wenchel agreed.  
 
The Chairman asked for comments from the HALRB. As there were none, the Chairman made a 
motion: 
 

I move that the HALRB approve CoA 20-16, to approve retroactively the 
electric vehicle charger previously installed on the east side of the 
dwelling at 2314 North Kenmore Street. Although it is not typically 
appropriate to locate site elements at the front portion of Maywood 
dwellings, this electric vehicle charger is low profile and easily reversible 
by filling a small diameter hole in the siding. Accordingly, HALRB finds 
that the installation as configured complies with Chapter 7: Site Elements 
of the Maywood Design Guidelines.  

 
Mr. Davis seconded the motion and it passed unanimously 10-0. 
 
Discussion Agenda Item #5: 2737 23rd Road North 
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The Chairman asked Ms. Jones to present the staff report for the next agenda item. Ms. Jones 
stated that 2737 23rd Road North is a pre-1916 Queen Anne-style dwelling in the Maywood 
Historic District. She explained that the applicants request was to replace two non-historic vinyl 
one-over-one windows with wooden casement windows. She said this work would be an 
amendment to CoA 19-26 and the windows proposed for replacement are located on the back 
half of the non-primary, east elevation on the historic portion of the house behind a projecting 
bay window. She noted the windows are above the kitchen sink and the applicants are asking to 
change from one-over-ones to casements for ease of use since the casements would be easier to 
operate behind the sink. 
 
Ms. Jones remarked that when the DRC reviewed the initial design for CoA 19-26, the 
Committee asked the applicant to change the proposed design for the middle second story 
window; that initial proposal was to decrease the size of the window by half since it is in a 
shower enclosure and moisture was a concern. Ms. Jones said at that time, the DRC requested 
the window be modified so that it was blind on the bottom and covered on the inside, but still 
appeared as a one-over-one window from the outside of the house. 
 
Ms. Jones concluded that the HPP staff recommended approval of the casement windows, even 
though windows that match in configuration to other windows on the same elevation are 
generally preferable (see page 19 of the Maywood Design Guidelines). She provided the 
following staff summary: “Staff considered this proposal appropriate for several reasons. First, 
although one-over-ones are the dominate window configuration on the east elevation, it is not the 
only window configuration. There are several accent windows of different styles and a casement 
window was approved for the addition on this same elevation as part of CoA 19-26. Second, the 
windows are paired and will be behind the projecting bay window with very low visibility from 
the street. Considering the low visibility of this window from the right-of-way and the fact that 
the applicant was proposing to replace a non-historic vinyl window with a wooden window, staff 
recommended that it would be appropriate to install a casement window in this location above 
the sink as it would increase the functionality of the window for the residents.  For the above 
stated reasons, staff considered this modification to be appropriate for the Maywood Historic 
District, and that it complies with Chapter 5: Exterior Renovation of the Maywood Design 
Guidelines. “  
 
Ms. Jones noted the inclusion of two sets of specifications, one with full casement windows and 
another outlining a false horizontal muntin to simulate a divided lite sash window. Ms. Jones 
asked the applicants whether the windows would use the false muntin to appear as sash windows 
from the street. The applicant Mr. Andrews replied that the plan had been to include the muntin, 
but their contractor had not been able to get the full cutsheet for the divided lite casement. Ms. 
Jones stated she thought it would be acceptable for record keeping purposes to make a staff note 
on the plans that the false muntin would be part of the installed window so a replacement 
cutsheet would not be necessary.  
 
The Chairman invited the applicant to speak. Mr. Andrews said he found either proposal 
acceptable, but they had included the casement because of the reduced operability of the one-
over-one window and the difficulty in opening it.  
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The Chairman invited Mr. Dudka to speak. Mr. Dudka said he believed that this project would 
have been placed on the consent agenda had it come to DRC. He said that although the one-over-
one window would be most appropriate, a muntin dividing the pane of a casement window 
would look sufficiently like a sash window from the street. He noted that this had been done in 
the past for code purposes, particularly in bedrooms, where egress requirements could not be 
reached with a sash window and required a casement window to pass code. Mr. Dudka said it 
was commonly done and he could not see a reason why it could not be approved.  
  
The Chairman invited comments from the HALRB. As there were none, the Chairman made a 
motion: 

I move that the HALRB approve CoA 19-26A, allowing installation of 
casement windows as proposed in the subject application for 2737 23rd 
Road North.  The HALRB agrees that in this particular instance casement 
windows with horizontal muntins to simulate double hung windows are 
appropriate for the reasons so stated in the Historic Preservation staff 
report accompanying CoA 19-26A, and that the project complies with 
Chapter 5: Exterior Renovation of the Maywood Design Guidelines. 

 
Ms. Gwin seconded the motion, which passed unanimously 10-0. 
 
Local Historic District Designation Request: Mount Salvation Baptist Cemetery 
 
The Chairman thanked the trustees of the Mount Salvation Baptist Church for their 
patience since submitting their designation request and expressed how glad the 
commission was to be able to review the request. The Chairman asked Ms. Jones to 
present the staff report for the designation request for the Mount Salvation Baptist 
Cemetery. Ms. Jones gave a detailed presentation on the history of the site, the historic 
research findings, and an overview of the significance of the cemetery. She stated staff 
found that the property met four of the designation criteria outlined in the Zoning 
Ordinance for consideration as a Local Historic District. Ms. Jones said that based on the 
historical evidence presented in the nomination report, the HPP staff determined the 
Mount Salvation Baptist Cemetery met the necessary criteria for designation and 
recommended that the HALRB send the request forward to the County Board.  
 
The Chairman thanked Ms. Jones for her hard work and thorough research. He invited 
church representatives and community members to speak.  
 
The first public speaker was Wilma Jones Kilgo, president of the John M. Langston 
Citizens Association, longtime resident of the Hall’s Hill/High View Park community, 
and a member of the Mount Salvation Baptist Church. Ms. Kilgo said that although the 
citizens association had not been able to meet, she had taken the issue to the board and 
they unanimously agreed to support the designation. She stated that the members of the 
Mount Salvation Baptist Church had been fundamental in building the local community.  
 
The Chairman thanked Ms. Kilgo for speaking in support of the designation and next 
invited the second public speaker, Ms. Linda Moody of Mt. Salvation Baptist Church. 
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Ms. Moody agreed with all the comments made by Ms. Kilgo and Ms. Jones in the staff 
report.  
 
Ms. Jones then read an additional public comment into the record that had been received 
via email; neighbors Molly Lowndes and David Rinaldo expressed their support for the 
designation. The Chairman then turned the discussion to the Board.  
 
Ms. Lawrence thanked the staff for their work and supported the designation 
wholeheartedly. Mr. Laporte agreed that the designation was well deserved and long 
overdue. Mr. Laporte also mentioned that he had noticed some errors in the designation 
report and had sent the edits to staff. Ms. Liccese-Torres thanked him for his suggested 
edits and said they would be reviewed before the report was submitted to the County 
Board. Mr. Laporte clarified an edit on page 9 where it stated “Confederates burned the 
Hall homestead in August of 1861” but the figure noted that the homestead burned on 
September 13th, requiring correction to whichever was accurate. Ms. Hamm voiced her 
support of the project, noting that she had been a longtime member of the church, and 
thanked the staff for their thorough research and hard work.  
 
The Chairman made a motion as follows: 
 

I move that the HALRB support the proposed designation of the Mt. 
Salvation Baptist Cemetery Local Historic District and send the request 
forward to the County Board.  The HALRB finds that the Mount Salvation 
Baptist Cemetery meets four of the eleven designation criteria as described 
in Section 11.3.4.A.6 of the Arlington County Zoning Ordinance: 
 

B. The property has character, interest, or value as part of the 
development, heritage, or cultural characteristics of the county, 
state, or nation; 
 
D. The property is associated with a person or persons who 
significantly contributed to the development of the county, state, or 
nation; 
 
J. The property has the potential to yield information important to 
the prehistory or history of the county, state, or nation; and 
 
K. The property is suitable for preservation or restoration. 

 
Ms. Hamm seconded the motion, which passed unanimously 10-0. Ms. Liccese-Torres 
thanked Ms. Moody and Ms. Portia Haskins for their years of dedication to the site and 
their help with the designation report. Ms. Liccese-Torres then stated that the staff would 
finalize the report and planned to present the designation request to the Planning 
Commission and the County Board in early 2021 to coincide with Black History Month. 
 
Green Valley Town Square Renaming 
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The Chairman asked Ms. Jones to introduce the Green Valley Town Square renaming 
project. Ms. Jones invited Diane Probus of the County’s Department of Parks and 
Recreation to present the staff report. Ms. Probus noted that Green Valley Civic 
Association representatives Portia Clark and Robin Stombler would also be presenting 
information. Ms. Probus said the Green Valley Civic Association was bringing forward a 
request to the County to rename the Nauck Town Square to John Robertson, Jr. Town 
Square. She explained how the naming request to commemorate John Robertson, Jr. 
fulfilled the County’s renaming qualifications and criteria. She noted that both the 
Shirlington and Douglas Park Civic Associations had also formalized their support of the 
name change. Ms. Probus summarized the process that the Green Valley Civic 
Association had undergone to submit the town square for renaming and gather 
community support. 
 
Ms. Probus then invited Ms. Clark and Ms. Stombler to speak. Ms. Stombler stated that 
Ms. Clark would not be present at the meeting. Ms. Stombler presented information about 
the currently unnamed town square at 2400 South Shirlington Road. She discussed Mr. 
Robinson, Jr.’s long history of activism and advocacy for the Arlington community. Ms. 
Stombler then highlighted the public engagement process that the Green Valley Civic 
Association had undergone to ensure widespread inclusion and consensus in the decision. 
 
The Chairman asked if there was an HPP staff position on the name change. Ms. Liccese-
Torres responded that the staff did not have a report on the item.  
 
The Chairman opened the floor to the Board. Ms. Hamm stated strong support for the 
request and recounted her memories of Mr. Robinson, Jr. and his key role in connecting, 
representing, and supporting African American communities throughout Arlington. Ms. 
Hamm noted that in her research as a documentary film maker on the March on 
Washington, she found close-up footage of Mr. Robinson, Jr.  
 
The Chairman asked for final comments and made a motion: 
 

I move that the HALRB support the resolution proposed by the Green 
Valley Civic Association to rename the Nauck Town Square to John 
Robinson, Jr. Town Square.  

 
Ms. Hamm seconded the motion passed which passed unanimously 10-0. 
 
REPORTS OF THE CHAIRMAN AND STAFF  
 
Chairman’s Report 
 
The Chairman informed the HALRB about the Courthouse Landmark Site Plan, a large 
redevelopment project that is currently going through the Site Plan Review Committee (SPRC) 
process. The Chairman said that the project is located near the Courthouse Metrorail station and 
is bordered by Clarendon Boulevard and 15th Street North. He explained there are two buildings 
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ranked as Important in the HRI within this block and the developers are proposing to retain the 
façades; one of the two (Investment Building) is being proposed to be moved down the block. 
The Chairman acknowledged that some of the members of the HALRB have been asked to 
weigh in on the plans and he announced that Ms. Lawrence has agreed to be the main HALRB 
member participating in the SPRC process.  
 
The Chairman expressed his opinion that the current plans do not respect the historic value of 
these HRI buildings, and the goal is to improve the appropriate preservation treatment. Ms. 
Lawrence mentioned that she reviewed the plans and contributed her comments concerning the 
treatment of the historic façades. She explained that the [two] HRI buildings were both 
constructed during the 1940s. Focusing on the Investment Building, which faces 15th Street 
North, she explained how the building was simple in design but distinctive. However, Ms. 
Lawrence did not believe that the developer successfully incorporated the historic facade into the 
proposed design; it is being shifted to the corner of Courthouse Road and 15th Street North and 
the historic façade stands above the roof deck. She did not believe that the developer interpreted 
correctly the Courthouse Sector Plan Addendum (2015) concerning façade preservation because 
moving the historic façade obliterates any sense of place and history associated with the 
building.  
 
Ms. Lawrence then discussed her concerns with the [proposal for the] First Federal Savings and 
Loan Building. She explained that the developer has eliminated the circular pillar, an 
architectural element near the entrance of the building. She referenced a previous HALRB 
discussion when the Courthouse Sector Plan Addendum was being considered in 2015 in which 
there was focus on considerations for the Simmonds Building (commonly referred to as the 
Jerry’s Building), the last building associated with Lawyer’s Row. In her recent SPRC 
comments, Ms. Lawrence suggested the developer reconsider a new use for the Simmonds 
Building, possibly moving the building at a minimum. 
 
The Chairman stated that members of the Planning Commission involved with this SPRC wanted 
feedback from an architect on the HALRB. Mr. Dudka mentioned he was developing his 
comments for the project and that other members of the HALRB had until midnight to provide 
[initial] comments on the plans. He specifically described the developer’s proposed changes to 
the historic facades, including moving the façade of the Investment Building to the corner 
because it conflicts with their central entrance plan. However, Mr. Dudka believed that the 
architects can find a creative approach to this entrance such as finding a way to incorporate the 
façade into the proposed design without having to move it drastically. He continued, explaining 
the current building is located mid-block and it should stay as close as possible to its original 
location. Mr. Dudka said the proposed modifications to the Investment Building completely 
disrespect the building’s façade itself and that its Bauhaus design influences should be respected.  
 
Concerning the First Federal Savings and Loan Building, Mr. Dudka supported the developer’s 
approach of returning the current building to its original 1946 design. However, Mr. Dudka 
stated that the decision to remove the circular pillar to make the corner more open for retail or 
restaurant use is not a good enough reason to modify a historic building. He advocated for the 
developer to return the building to its 1946 design in its entirety. Ms. Gwinn mentioned that she 
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also submitted comments regarding her concerns about the proposed treatment of the façade 
preservation.  
 
The Chairman then asked Ms. Farris to discuss any other site plan projects that are underway. 
Ms. Farris thanked Ms. Lawrence, Mr. Dudka, and Ms. Gwinn for their comments on the 
Courthouse Landmark project, as it will assist staff and the developer in addressing the 
appropriate treatment for the two HRI properties. Ms. Farris mentioned reaching out to the 
HALRB for representation on other upcoming development projects that will affect historic 
properties. She said the Pershing Drive GLUP study project will start in October and end in 
December 2020; this project involves the Days Inn, an HRI property ranked in the Notable 
category. Mr. Davis and Ms. Gwinn have agreed to partner together on this project [to represent 
the HALRB] and help ensure that the historic building and/or architectural elements are 
considered in the new design.  
 
Ms. Farris mentioned that the SPRC process for the Fort Henry Gardens apartment complex in 
Green Valley will start in October and likely end in December 2020. The Chairman and Vice 
Chairwoman Garner have agreed to participate in the SPRC for the project. Lastly, Ms. Farris 
mentioned that Fort Henry Gardens is ranked in the Important category of the HRI and may be 
one of the few HRI properties that represents the African American experience in Arlington. She 
said the developer is proposing to demolish the entire complex. Ms. Farris concluded, stating she 
appreciated the participation from HALRB members on these projects and will continue to 
update everyone on their progress.  
 
Staff and Other Reports 
  
The Chairman adjourned the meeting at 7:19 PM. 


