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I. SUMMARY 

Issue: 
Neighboring property owners have appealed a decision of the Old and Historic 

Alexandria Board of Architectural Review (BAR) made on July 20, 201 1 to approve a Permit to 
Demolish and a Certificate of Appropriateness for exterior alterations to the townhouse located 
at 329 North Saint Asaph Street. The appellants state that the proposed alterations are 
incompatible with the neighboring properties and will negatively impact the row of townhouses 
on the 300 block of North Saint Asaph Street. Many of the townhouses in the 300 block of 
North Saint Asaph Street were constructed in the nineteenth century, though some were 
substantially altered and remodeled in the 1960s and 1970s by Marianne "Polly" Hulfish, 
founder and President of Old Alexandria Restoration Inc. Ms. Hulfish restored six of the 14 
houses on this block face. 

The subject property was originally constructed between 189 1 and 1896 as a freestanding 
Second Empire Victorian style townhouse. In 1965, the townhouse underwent substantial 
alteration, to reflect an earlier, Colonial period building. The 1965 changes included: relocation 
of the front door from the left bay to the center bay, changing the original shed roofline to a side 
gable roof, construction of a dentiled cornice, installation of a new chimney and replacement of 
all original windows, siding and trim. BAR Staff has determined that little, if any, original 
material remains today and considers this to essentially be a well-proportioned and appropriately 
detailed townhouse that reflects a Colonial architectural style favored in Alexandria in the late 
2oth century. 

The present application was heard before the BAR at the July 20, 201 1 hearing. The 
application evolved over time in response to comments from Staff and to address concerns raised 
by the neighbors prior to hearing. Staff recommended approval of the application and the Board 
approved the proposal, finding all of the alterations and minor demolition to be appropriate in 
conformance with Standards set forth in the Zoning Ordinance and consistent with the Design 
Guidelines. 

The Board found the proposed alterations to be modest in scale and appropriate to the 
existing house and surrounding neighborhood. The Board found that the changes did not 
compromise the architectural integrity of the townhouse design nor detract from the restoration 
work of Polly Hulfish. Ms. Hulfish restored less than half of the townhouses on this block face 
and minor changes to the front of this particular townhouse will not adversely alter a unified 
composition of her work. While several Board members commented that any alterations should 
be sensitive to and compatible with existing buildings and their context, they also noted that 
buildings must evolve to meet contemporary needs and specifically stated that the Old and 
Historic Alexandria District was not frozen in time. There was concern about the precedent that 
could be set for the entire district by denying any changes to a building whose significance dated 
to 1965. The intrinsic value of the extensive restoration work done throughout the district by 
Polly Hulfish in the 1960s was noted by the Board but they generally found that the scope of this 
project did not detract from Ms. Hulfish's rehabilitation work. 



On appeal, Council must decide whether the proposed changes are appropriate and 
consistent with the standards and criteria in the Zoning Ordinance (Sec. 10-105(A)(2) and Sec. 
10-105(B)) and the Design Guidelines. Council may uphold, overturn, or amend the Board's 
decision, in whole or in part, or remand the case to the Board for further action. Staff continues 
to find that the proposed alterations are appropriate to this townhouse and compatible with the 
surrounding area. 

Recommendation: Council should support the July 20, 201 1 decision of the Old and Historic 
Alexandria District Board of Architectural Review by denying the appeal. 

11. APPLICATION TO THE BAR 

The application evolved over time in response to comments from Staff and the neighbors. Initial 
proposals showed more windows on the south elevation which Staff discouraged. In addition, 
after submitting the application and sharing the plans with the neighbors, the applicant revised 
portions of the application to address neighbors' concerns before the hearing, including 
relocation of two HVAC units. 

The application before the Board of Architectural Review at the July 20, 201 1 hearing included 
the following requests: 

Permit to DemolisWEncapsulate 
Enclose (encapsulate) the existing rear porch on the south elevation with two new 
windows and a door. 
Demolish small portions of the south (side) and east (rear) elevations for new and resized 
window and door openings. 

~lterations' 
Relocate front door and stoop from center bay to original location at the northernmost 
bay on the west (front) elevation. The front stoop design and railing will be reused. A 
six panel mahogany door with two lights at the top is proposed. A copper lantern is also 
proposed. 
Enclose existing rear porch with two new windows and door. 
New rear deck off enclosed porch on south (side) elevation to measure approximately 9' 
by 5'-7" to replace existing stairs from open porch to yard. The deck will have a wood 
handrail to match the existing stair railing. (deck itself is not visible but the handrail of 
the deck will be minimally visible) 
Install one new window and shift two existing window locations on the south (side) 
elevation. Reduce size of existing window on east (rear) elevation at second story and 
replace with a casement window (minimally visible from public right-of-way). 

Only those alterations that are visible from the public right of way are within the jurisdiction of the BAR, and thus 
before Council on appeal. All of the proposed alterations, including those not visible from the right of way, were 
listed in the application for a full understanding of all of the work proposed. Only those decided by the BAR and 
before Council on appeal are listed here. However, the BAR reviews all demolition over 25 square feet, regardless 
of visibility. Therefore, in this case, there are certain elements for which the BAR reviewed the proposed demolition 
but not the actual alteration. 



Replace all existing windows with simulated divided light double-glazed wood windows 
and install shutters on front elevation. This element could have been approved 
administratively, but the applicant chose to have it be considered as part of the overall 
application. 
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Figure 1. Plan showing proposed alterations. 

111. STANDARDS 

The purview of the Board and the Council on appeal for the Certificate of Appropriateness is that 
specifically limited under Section 10-105(A)(1) which states that: 

"the Old and Historic Alexandria District board of architectural review or the city council 
on appeal shall limit its review of the proposed . . . alteration . . . of a building ... to [its] 
exterior architectural features ...[ and] shall review such features . . . for the purpose of 
determining the compatibility of the proposed construction . . . with the existing 
building.. . itself . . . and with the Old and Historic District area surroundings ..." 



To determine compatibility of a project, the Board uses both the Zoning Ordinance Standards of 
Section 10-1 05 (A) (2) and the Design Guidelines adopted in 1993. 

Section 10-105(A) (2) of the Zoning Ordinance includes the Standards by which the Board, and 
Council on appeal, must limit their review on the appropriateness of alterations of buildings and 
structures, and includes the relevant Standards: 

(a) Overall architectural design, form, style and structure, including but not limited 
to, the height, mass and scale of buildings or structures; 

(b) Architectural details, including, but not limited to, original materials and methods 
of construction, the pattern, design, and style of fenestration, ornamentation, 
lighting, signage, and like decorative or functional fixtures of buildings or 
structures; the degree to which the distinguishing original qualities or character of 
a building, structure or site (including historical materials) are retained; 

(c) Design and arrangements of buildings and structures on the site; and the impact 
upon the historic setting, streetscape or environs; 

(d) Texture, material, and color, and the extent to which any new architectural 
features are historically appropriate to the existing structure and adjacent existing 
structures; 

(e) The relation of the features in this sections 10-105(A)(2)(a) through (d) to similar 
features of the preexisting building or structure, if any, and to buildings and 
structures in the immediate surroundings. 

The premise of Section 10 of the Zoning Ordinance is that buildings in the historic district will 
be changed, altered, restored or added on to over time. The Board's responsibility is to ensure 
that when such changes occur, that they be compatible and appropriate both to the specific 
property for which a request is made and to the district as a whole. 

The Design Guidelines most relevant to the project at 329 North Saint Asaph Street are the 
chapters related to: Use of the Design Guidelines, Porches and Doors. (Attachment E) 

For a Permit to Demolish/Encapsulate, Section 10-1 05(B) requires the Board and City Council to 
assess the importance of the historic materials that will be lost if demolition were allowed. (See 
full text of Sec. 10-105 (A)(l), (A)(2), and (B) of the Zoning Ordinance and applicable 
Guidelines, Attachments D and E.) 

IV. DECISION OF THE BAR 
The Board found the proposed alterations to be modest in scale and appropriate to the existing 
house and surrounding buildings of historic merit. While several Board members commented 
that any alterations should be sensitive to and compatible with existing buildings and their 
context, they also noted that buildings evolve and specifically stated that the historic district was 
not frozen in time. There was concern about the precedent that could be set by denying any 



changes to a building that had already been significantly altered and had very little historic fabric 
remaining. 

The basis for the neighbors' appeal is that the proposed alterations will alter the historic 
character of the house and will negatively affect the surrounding buildings. In particular, it was 
pointed out that this block face is regularly shown in publications as a representation of the 
colonial charm of Old Town. However, the Board found that the proposed alterations were 
appropriate and that they would not detract from nearby buildings of historic merit. The Board 
found that none of the criteria for demolition in Section 10-105(B) were met and that the 
application met the Standards outlined in Section 10-1 05 (A)(2). (See Attachment D). 

The Board noted the value and importance of the preservation and restoration work done by 
Marianne "Polly" Hulfish to restore not only 329 North Saint Asaph Street, but also many houses 
throughout the district that would have otherwise likely suffered demolition by neglect. 
However, as noted by the Board, Ms. Hulfish herself did not adhere to strict preservation or 
restoration standards as she converted Victorian period townhouses into earlier Federal or 
Colonial Revival style buildings to make them appear 100 years older than they are. Her work 
often involved the removal of significant amounts of what would today be considered historic 
material (siding, doors, windows, roofs) and substantial renovation (adding door surrounds, new 
cornices, changing roof forms, and the like). Ms. Hulfish's restoration work reflects her 
interpretation of the post-Williamsburg, Colonial Revival architectural movement of the 1960s 
and documents an important phase of the growth and development of the Old and Historic 
Alexandria District. 

The proposed alterations for 329 North Saint Asaph Street are typical of changes that the Board 
regularly approves throughout the historic district and are representative of how historic 
buildings are thoughtfully altered to accommodate modem needs. The Board noted that the 300 
block of North Saint Asaph Street did have special qualities but, as noted by several Board 
members at the July 20, 201 1 hearing, the historic district is not a museum and is not frozen in 
time. Rather, thoughtful and sensitive alterations and changes are made to buildings regularly 
and permit the continued use and adaptation of historic buildings for contemporary needs. The 
Board reviews applications to ensure that they are appropriate and compatible. The types of 
changes proposed in this case are more modest and discreet than many applications which come 
before the Board. Although some of the proposed changes, such as relocating the front door to 
its original location and installing a new window on the south elevation, will be plainly visible 
from North Saint Asaph Street, they are appropriate changes which do not adversely affect the 
overall design. Further, in this particular case, due to the extensive 1965 restoration, there is 
little concern for the loss of original historic materials. Thus as an overall matter, as well as 
related to the individual elements of the application, the proposal meets the BAR'S criteria for 
approval. 



Figure 2. Typical historic 
townhouse floor plan. Source: 
www. victorianacom 

Relocation of Front Door and Stoop 
The Board found that the relocation of the front door and stoop 
to its original location will not negatively affect this townhouse 
or the work of Ms. Hulfish. There are very few examples of 
three-bay residences with a center entrance because it can result 
in an awkward interior layout. The historic rationale behind a 
side entry for a three-bay townhouse is that it allows more 
efficient furniture placement in the main room and for the entry 
door to be aligned with the side stair case, typically opposite the 
fireplace. The modest size of most three-bay townhouses 
necessitates this efficient use of space. 

The moving of the front door back to its original position is one 
of the neighbors' primary concerns because it is a clear departure 
from the 1960s renovation by Ms. Hulfish. Neighbors are also 
concerned because of the effect on the overall streetscape of this 
block. On the other hand, although one Board member did not 
find the relocation of the front door to be necessary, others found 
it to be an improvement. Overall the Board supported this 
alteration finding that it supported Section 10- 105(A)(2)(b) and 
(e) by returning to the "distinguishing original qualities or 
character of a building" and relating "to similar features of the 
preexisting building.. .and to buildings.. .in the immediate 
surroundings." The Board did place a condition that the 
applicant work with Staff to select a more appropriate light 
fixture and to not use gas jet lamps. 

Enclosure of Existing Rear Porch 
The enclosure of an existing porch, on the side or rear of a property is a common and typical 
alteration throughout the historic districts and seen on a range of properties from various time 
periods. It is one of the most effective ways to gain additional floor area without expanding a 
building's footprint or massing. Historically, enclosed porches were often used as sleeping 
porches and mud rooms. In this case, the existing porch is modest, measuring 7' by 5', and will 
be enclosed on one side by the addition of two windows and on another side by the addition of a 
French door. The roof will not change and this feature will still read as a "porch," albeit 
enclosed rather than open. The porch is minimally visible from a public right-of-way. 

Neighbors voiced concern about the enclosed rear porch proposed because it would change the 
appearance of the rear of the house. The Board supported the enclosure of the porch finding that 
the "design.. .and impact upon the historic setting and streetscape or environs" to be appropriate 
and consistent with historic patterns of development (Section 10-105(2)(c)). In addition, the 
Board found that the enclosed porch, as a new architectural feature, was "historically appropriate 
to the existing structure and adjacent existing structures," as identified in Section 10-105(A)(2) 
(d). The Board found that although the proportion of the enclosing windows needed further 



refinement, this improvement could be handled by Staff during the building permit review 
process. The Board had no objection to the "capsulation" of this feature and found it did not 
meet any of the criteria in Section 10-105(B) regarding the issuance of a permit to move, 
remove, capsulate or demolish. 

Rear Deck 
Adjacent to the enclosed porch will be a deck measuring 9' by 5'-7". This deck will not be 
visible from a public right-of-way and its railing, while minimally visible, will match the existing 
stair railing. The adjacent neighbors objected to the deck in its entirety as they perceived a loss 
of privacy and thought it to be more of a suburban style element. The Board found that the 
wooden handrail, similar to the existing stair handrail, was appropriate with respect to "texture, 
material and color," as noted in Section 10-105(A)(2)(d). 

New Window on South Side Elevation/Change Existing Window on East Rear Elevulion 
The addition of a window and resizing of an existing window on a side or rear elevation are 
common alterations reflective of changing use of interior space over time. The proposed new 
window is consistent with the existing window pattern and type found on this building. 
Neighbors objected to this new element claiming that it altered Hulfish's intention in her 1960s 
redesign. No Board member was concerned with these changes finding that they were 
appropriate and retained "distinguishing original qualities" of the building as a whole as 
prescribed in Section 10-1 05(A)(2)(b). 

Replacement Windows 
The Board had no objection to the replacement of all the existing, non-historic windows with the 
proposed double-glazed, simulated divided light wood windows, finding the proposed 
replacement windows to be in conformance with the recently adopted Window Policy. The 
neighbors likewise did not criticize this portion of the application. The Board did note that 
shutters must be operable and sized to fit the opening to be in conformance with the Design 
Guidelines. 

Demolition of minor areas 
The proposal involves the demolition of small areas on the south (side) and east (rear) elevation 
to accommodate new window openings (only one new window is visible from public right-of- 
way, basement windows are not visible and therefore BAR only approves area of demolition) 
and resize existing an existing opening. The Board had no objection to this selective demolition 
and found that none of the criteria of Section 10-105(B) (see Attachment D) were met noting that 
the proposed demolition was minimal in scope and located on secondary elevations. 

Citv Council Action Alternatives: 
Council may affirm, reverse, or modify the decision of the Board of Architectural Review, in 
whole or in part, using the criteria for approval a Permit to Demolish and a Certificate of 
Appropriateness in § 10- 105(A)(2) and 10- 105(B) of the Zoning Ordinance. City Council may 
also remand the project to the Board with instructions to consider alternatives. 



V. RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that Council uphold the July 20, 201 1 decision of the Old and Historic Board 
of Architectural Review by denying the requested appeal. 

Attachment A: BAR Staff Report with board action from July 20,201 1 hearing 
Attachment B: Application Submission 
Attachment C: "The Work of Marianne (Polly) Hulfish in the Old and Historic Alexandria 

District" by Peter H. Smith 
Attachment D: Zoning Ordinance: Sec. 10-105 (A)(l), (A)(2), and (B) 
Attachment E: Design Guidelines: Chapters on Use of the Design Guidelines, Porches and Doors 
Attachment F: Correspondence 

STAFF: Faroll Hamer, Director, Department of Planning & Zoning 
Barbara Ross, Deputy Director, Department of Planning & Zoning 
A1 Cox, FAIA, Historic Preservation Manager, Planning & Zoning 
Catherine Miliaras, Historic Preservation Planner, Planning & Zoning 



VI. IMAGES 

Figure 3: 329 North Samt Asaph, west (front) elevation. 

Figure 4: I in the rear. 



Figure 5: East (rear) elevation as viewed from Princess Street. 
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Figure 6: Plat. 







Figure 9: Existing south (side) elevation. 

Figure 10: Proposed south (side) elevation with proposed new windows shown surrounded by red lines. 
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Figure 11: Existing east (rear) elevation. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Docket Item # 4 & 5 
BARCASE#2011-0182 & 

201 1-0183 

BAR Meeting 
July 20,20 1 1 

ISSUE: Permit to Demolish/Encapsulate and Alterations 

APPLICANT: Janice Cuny & Steve Robinson by Tom Canning 

LOCATION: 329 North Saint Asaph Street 

ZONE: RM / Residential 

BOARD ACTION, July 20,2011: Approved, as amended, by a roll call vote 4-1. 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
1. The statements in archaeology conditions below shall appear in the General Notes of all site 

plans and on all site plan sheets that involve demolition or ground disturbance (including 
Basement/Foundation Plans, Demolition, Erosion and Sediment Control, Grading, 
Landscaping, Utilities, and Sheeting and Shoring) so that on-site contractors are aware of the 
requirements: 

a. The applicant/deveIoper shall call Alexandria Archaeology immediately (703- 
838-4399) if any buried structural remains (wall foundations, wells, privies, 
cisterns, etc.) or concentrations of artifacts are discovered during development. 
Work must cease in the area of the discovery until a City archaeologist comes to 
the site and records the finds. 

b. The applicantldeveloper shall not allow any metal detection to be conducted on 
the property, unless authorized by Alexandria Archaeology. 

2. That the applicant provide complete window specifications for the replacement windows and 
doors to verify conformance with Alexandria Replacement Window Policy at the time of 
building permit application. 

3. That the proposed shutters be wood, sized to fit each window and operable. 

4. That no gas get lamps be used and that a more appropriate light fixture be used with final 
approval by s W ,  and 

5. That the applicant work with Staff on the final details of the enclosed porch design. 

SPEAKERS 
Hope Canning, project designer, agreed with the staff recommendations and spoke in support of 
the application. 
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Billie Schaeffer, neighbor at 327 North Saint Asaph Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed 
alterations. 

John Williams, neighbor at 327 North Saint Asaph Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed 
alterations. 

Whitney and Jaime Steve, neighbors at 325 North Saint Asaph Street, spoke in opposition to the 
proposed alterations. 

Dan Nelson, neighbor at 403 North Saint Asaph Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed 
alterations. 

John Kester, neighbor at 313 North Saint Asaph Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed 
alterations. 

Thor Ronay, neighbor at 328 North Pitt Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed alterations. 

Mary Theresa Vasquez, neighbor at 317 North Saint Asaph Street, spoke in opposition to the 
proposed alterations. 

The above neighbors expressed concern that the proposed alterations would negatively affect 
this blocvace and the restoration work done by Polly Hulfsh in the 1960s. 

John Hynan, representing the Historic Alexandria Foundation, commented that this case was 
very different from the case before the Board in 2007 to do an addition on the rear of one of the 
townhouses in the 300 block of North Saint Asaph. He noted that the applicant and the 
neighbor's arguments both have merit but that the final decision rests with the Board. 

Janice Cuny, applicant, agreed with the staff recommendations and spoke in support of the 
application. Ms. Cuny provided photographic evidence of the overwhelming number of houses 
on the block and in the surrounding area that have an entry at the side of the fagade, rather than 
in the center. She explained that their intention was to improve the property through these 
alterations. Ms. Cuny stated that she shared copies of the plans with neighbors and sent 
additional letters beyond what was required by legal notice. She expressed frustration that some 
neighbors had told her that they did not object to the plans previously but then were speaking in 
opposition. Ms. Cuny explained that they reirised the plans to address concerns from the 
neighbors. 

Steve Robinson, applicant, spoke in support of the staff recommendations and noted that many of 
the topics raised at the hearing were not relevant to the application and beyond the scope of the 
Board's purview. 

BOARD DISCUSSION 
Mr. Smeallie stated that there is something special about this block, Hulfish Row, and that it 
should be p r e ~ e ~ e d ,  but that it should not be fi-ozen in time. He noted that Polly Hulfish 
significantly changed these houses and that they were not pristine 1 8 9  or 19'century houses. 
While he did not support radical changes, he found moving the door to the side to be an 
improvement and did not object to the new window on the south elevation. However, he did not 
support enclosing the rear porch or adding a deck. - 
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Mr. von Senden stated that this case was interesting because the period of significance was the 
period of renovation rather than the first period of construction. He stated that this was not 
Williamsburg and houses in Old Town should not be frozen in time. Mr. von Senden 
commented that there was no real reason to move the door. He had no objection to the rear 
porch but noted that it could use further refinement and detailing, such as aligning the sills with 
the adjacent existing windows. He objected to the use of the gas jet light as it was not 
appropriate to either date, was environmentally wasteful and did not provide any real light. He 
noted that construction noise was not a BAR issue. 

Mr. Neale stated that all buildings get altered over time and that we should not fear altering 
buildings but that changes must be sensitive. He found that the proposed changes were generally 
sensitive and included minimal work. He agreed that the back porch needed further refinement. 

Mr. Carlin acknowledged this case was an emotional one and he understood the heritage aspect. 
He noted that some houses were changed significantly and that some retained original materials 
and fixtures. He observed that many houses and rows of house were converted, altered and 
restored in the past and estimated that 200-300 no longer had any historic fabric left. He 
expressed concern that denial of the proposed changes could set a bad precedent in the historic 
district that might prevent any future alterations to buildings that had already been altered. In 
addition, he noted the changes in this project were modest in scope and that it was typical to have 
a storm porch/mudroom. 

Mr. von Senden made a motion to approve the application with the staff recommendations and 
two additional conditions: #4) that no gas jet lamps are used and that a more appropriate light 
fixture be used with final approval by staff and, #5), that the applicant work with staff on the 
final details for the enclosed porch design. 

Mr. Neale seconded the motion, which was approved 4-1 by a roll call vote, with Mr. Smeallie 
voting in opposition. 

REASON 
The Board found the proposed alterations to be modest in scale and appropriate to the existing 
house and surrounding neighborhood. While several Board members commented that any 
alterations should be sensitive to and compatible with existing buildings and their context, they 
also noted that buildings evolve and specifically stated that the historic district was not fiozen in 
time. There was concern about the precedent that could be set by denying any changes to a 
building that had already been significantly altered and had very little historic fabric remaining. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION, Julv 20,2011: St& recommends approval of the application 
with the following conditions: 

1. The statements in archaeology conditions below shall appear in the General Notes of all 
site plans and on all site plan sheets that involve demolition or ground disturbance 
(including Basemenfloundation Plans, Demolition, Erosion and Sediment Control, 
Grading, Landscaping, Utilities, and Sheeting and Shoring) so that on-site contractors are 
aware of the requirements: 

a. The applicantfdeveloper shall call Alexandria Archaeology immediately (703-838- 
4399) if any buried structural remains (wall foundations, wells, privies, cisterns, etc.) 
or concentrations of artifacts are discovered during development. Work must cease in 
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the area of the discovery until a City archaeologist comes to the site and records the 
finds. 

b. The applicant/developer shall not allow any metal detection to be conducted on the 
property, unless authorized by Alexandria Archaeology. 

2. That the applicant provide complete window specifications for the replacement windows 
and doors to verify conformance with Alexandria Replacement Window Policy at the time 
of building permit application. 

3. That the proposed shutters be wood, sized to fit each window and operable. 

**EXPIRATION OF APPROVALS NOTE: In accordance with Sections 10-106(B) and 10-206(B) of the Zoning 
Ordinance, any official Board of Architectural Review approval will expire 12 months h m  the date of final 
approval if the work is not commenced and diligently and substantially pursued by the end of that 12-month period. 

*BUILDING PERMIT NOTE: Most projects approved by the Board of Architectural Review require the issuance 
of one or more construction permits by Building and Fire Code Administration (icludinp; siding or rooha  over 100 
sauare fket. windows and sians). The applicant is responsible for obtaining all necessary construction permits after 
receiving Board of Architectural Review approval. Contact Code Administration, Room 4200, City Hall, 703-746- 
4200 for M e r  information. 
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I. ISSUE 
The applicant is requesting a Permit to DemolishlEncapsulate and a Certificate of 
~ ~ p r o ~ i a t e n e s s  for alterations at 329 North Saint Asaph Street. 

Permit to Demolish/Enca~sulate 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Permit to DemolishEncapsulate to demolish the 
following: 

Encapsulate the existing rear porch on the south elevation with new windows and a door. 
Demolish portions of the south (side) and east (rear) elevations for new window and door 
openings. 

Alterations 
Replace all existing windows with simulated divided light double-glazed wood windows. 
Install shutters on front elevation. 
Relocate front door and stoop from center bay to original location at the northernmost 
bay on the west (front) elevation. The front stoop design and railing will be reused. A 
six panel mahogany door with two lights at the top is proposed. A copper lantern is also 
proposed. 
Install one new window and shift two existing window locations on the south (side) 
elevation. Install two new basement windows beneath the enclosed porch on the south 
(side) elevation behind the existing gate (not visible from public right-of-way). Install a 
pair of French doors and below-grade steps on the east (rear) elevation at the basement 
level (not visible from public right-of-way). 
Reduce size of existing window on east (rear) elevation at second story and replace with 
a casement window (not visible from public right-of-way). 
New rear deck off enclosed porch on south (side) elevation to measure approximately 9' 
by 5'-7" and replace existing stairs from open porch to yard. The trim and columns will 
be made of Azek. The deck will have a wood handrail to match the existing stair railing. 
The area below the deck and porch will be HardiePlank to match the profile of the 
existing siding (area below deck and porch not visible from public right-of-way). 
Relocate HVAC units to north property line, screened by a 42" brick wall. (not visible 
from public right-of-way). 
Excavate new English basement with access from rear yard (not visible from public right- 
of-way). 

11. HISTORY 
329 North Saint Asaph Street is a two-story, three-bay frame freestanding townhouse which was 
originally constructed in a Second Empire Victorian style between 1 89 1 and 1 896. In 1965, the 
Board approved an application made by the Old Alexandria Restoration Inc. to substantially alter 
and renovate this house. Photographs from before and after the renovation confirm that the 
townhouse was originally a typical late 19"century Victorian townhouse with a small Mansard 
roof, with a side bay entry on the front facade, two-over-two windows and a pronounced door 
hood and window surrounds. The transformation of this townhouse to a Colonial Revival style 
"Polly House" included relocation of the front door to the center bay, changing the original shed 
roofline to a side gable roof, construction of a dentiled cornice, installation of a new chimney and 
replacement of all windows, siding and trim. 

A "Polly House" is a term of endearment in the Alexandria community for a townhouse which 
underwent substantial renovation and "restoration" in the 1960s and 1970s by Marianne "Polly" 
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Hulfish, founder and President of Old Alexandria Restoration Inc. The work of Old Alexandria 
Restoration, Inc. was quite extraordinary and resulted in the preservation and restoration of over 
sixty properties throughout the Old and Historic Alexandria District and, in no small part, was 
responsible for stabilization and preservation of the historic district in these early years. While 
her alterations to these houses were not subject to the same preservation standards and Design 
Guidelines we would apply today, they have, nevertheless, acquired importance in their own 
right as an early record of an evolving national preservation ethic. 

111. ANALYSIS 
The proposed project complies with Zoning Ordinance regulations. 

Staff has no objection to the proposed demolition and encapsulation and finds the proposed 
alterations to generally be compatible with the existing building and surrounding area. While 
much of the rear elevation is plainly visible from Princess Street, the majority of the proposed 
alterations are at the lower level and not visible h m  the public right-of-way. Staff notes that 
this case is particularly interesting in that the subject property, while originally constructed in the 
late 19'-century, is almost entirely a 1960s Colonial Revival style townhouse due to the 
extensive remodeling and renovation done at that time. The house's original design, character- 
defining elements and materials are almost entirely absent. Because of the changes over time, 
Staff, therefore, considers it a mid-20~-century Colonial Revival resource. Staff does not 
advocate a return to the original architectural design, noting that the 1960s alterations represent a 
distinct period of the local historic preservation movement and have achieved historic 
significance in their own right. 

Permit to Demolish 
In considering a Permit to Demolish, the Board must consider the following criteria set forth in 
the Zoning Ordinance, $1 0- 1 05(B): 

(I) Is the building or structure of such architectural or historical interest that its moving, 
removing, capsulating or razing would be to the detriment of the public interest? 
(2) Is the building or structure of such interest that it could be made into a historic 
house? 
(3) Is the building or structure of such old and unusual or uncommon design, texture and 
material that it could not be reproduced or be reproduced only with great difficulty? 
(4) Would retention of the building or structure help preserve the memorial character of 
the George Washington Memorial Parkway? 
(5) Would retention of the building or structure help preserve and protect an historic 
place or area of historic interest in the city? 
(6) Would retention of the building or structure promote the general welfare by 
maintaining and increasing real estate values, generating business, creating new 
positions, attracting tourists, students, writers, historians, artists and artisans, attracting 
new residents, encouraging study and interest in American history, stimulating interest 
and study in architecture and design, educating citizens in American culture and heritage, 
and making the city a more attractive and desirable place in which to live? 

In the opinion of Staff, none of the criteria for demolition and encapsulation are met and the 
Permit to Demolish should be granted. The areas proposed for demolition and encapsulation are 
minimal in scope, do not remove any portion of the building containing characterdefining 
features of uncommon design or historic merit, and do not compromise the integrity of the 
building as a whole. While at times, the cumulative effect of demolition and encapsulation can 
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compromise the integrity of a property, Staff does not find that to be the case in this instance. 
All of the proposed alterations are in the spirit of the Colonial Revival design constructed by Ms. 
Hulfish. 

Alterations 
Converting an open side or rear porch to an enclosed porch is common in the historic district. 
This type of alteration allows the porch element to continue to read as a porch while providing 
for expanded interior space without expanding the footprint of the structure. In addition, it is an 
easily reversible alteration. Staff finds that this alteration will be minimally visible from North 
Saint Asaph Street and is not visible from Princess Street. The proposed materials are 
appropriate for an enclosed porch and are compatible with the existing building. The Board has 
regularly approved fiber cement siding and high-quality and solid-through-the-core composite 
trim on new construction and additions and Staff believes its use here would help subtly 
differentiate between the historic body of the house and the newly enclosed porch. 

Staff supports the return of the front door to its original location. In a narrow urban townhouse, a 
center door entry would have been highly unusual because of such a location's adverse effect on 
the interior furniture layout. Staff recognizes that the 1965 relocation of the door to the center 
was part of a larger effort to "Colonialize" this building and, perhaps, recall more grand, center- 
hall Georgian period structures. These center hall buildings were typically five bay, freestanding 
buildings such as the original Gadsby's Tavern, which is not the case here. Staff has no 
objection to the return of the door to its original location and notes that this change will not 
detract from the Colonial Revival architectural style of the building. The side entry is more 
appropriate for this urban townhouse form, regardless of the architectural period or style, and is 
what is found everywhere else on this street. Staff also supports the proposed door, lantern and 
reuse of the railing and stoop design. 

As Staff considers the effective period of significance of this building to date from its complete 
alteration in 1965, Staff supports the installation of double-glazed, simulated divided light wood 
windows to match the existing Colonial Revival style windows, finding such an alteration to be 
in conformance with the Board's recently adopted Window Policy. 

Staff has met with the applicant and neighbors numerous times throughout the design review 
process. Initially, the applicant proposed Craftsman-style windows on the south (side) elevation 
that Staff found to be stylistically inappropriate. The applicant, therefore, revised this elevation 
to eliminate two new openings, add one new double-hung window and slightly shift two 
windows at the rear. 

The adjacent property owner at 327 North Saint Asaph Street, had expressed concerns to Staff 
and the owner about the size and design of the proposed rear deck, as well as the location of the 
AC condenser units. Although the HVAC units and new basement entrance are not visible from 
a public way and are not subject to BAR review, the applicant reduced the size of the rear deck 
by half, relocated the AC condenser units to the north property line and screened the AC 
condenser units with a low brick wall. The adjacent owner also originally expressed concern 
about the impact of construction and basement excavation. However, these constmtability 
issues are not before the BAR and are addressed by Code Administration and T&ES as part of 
the building permit and inspection p m s s .  

Staff recommends approval of the Permit to Demolish/Encapsulate and the Certificate of 
Appropriateness for alterations with the conditions noted above. as 
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STAFF 
Catherine Miliaras, Historic Preservation Planner, Planning & Zoning 
A1 Cox, FAIA, Historic Preservation Manager, Planning & Zoning 

IV. CITY DEPARTMENT COMMENTS 

Legend: C - code requirement R - recommendation S - suggestion F- finding 

Zoning Division: 
C-1 Proposed porch enclosure, window replacement and door relocation comply with zoning. 

C-2 Applicant must submit proposed open space calculations and show improvements on a 
survey plat to determine if proposed rear deck and basement egress steps comply with the 
required open space. 

C-3 Applicant should screen HVAC units under the deck facing neighbor. 

F-1 Indicate on the plans submitted for building permit the location of any 
downspout../gutters. 

Code Administration: 
F-1 The following comments are for preliminary review only. Once the applicant has filed 

for a building permit, code requirements will be based upon the building permit plans. If 
there are any questions, the applicant may contact Thomas Sciulli, Plan Review 
Supervisor at 703 -746-41 90 or thomas.sciulli@exandriava.gov. 

C-1 Building and trades permits will be required to be issued prior to any work at the site 

C-2 Five sets of sealed plans shall be submitted for review with the pennit application. The 
plans submitted for the BAR request are not approved for construction 

C-3 Sequence of construction/excavation and methods to protect adjacent properties during 
construction/excavation shall also be submitted at the time of application. 

C-4 Window or door openings in the exterior wall shall comply with the following; 
Between zero and 3 feet of the lot line no openings are allowed 
Between 3 and 5 feet fiom the lot line openings are limited to 25% of the wall area 
Greater than 5 feet fiom the lot line the number is unlimited 

Transwrtation & Environmental Services 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

R1. The building permit plans shall comply with requirements of City Code Section 5-6-224 
regarding the location of downspouts, foundation drains and sump pumps. Refer to 
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Memorandum to Industry dated June 18,2004. wmorandum is available online at the 
City web site under Transportation\Engineering and DesigdMemos to Industry.]. 
(T&ES> 

R2. Applicant shall be responsible for repairs to the adjacent city right-of-way if damaged 
during construction activity. (T&ES) 

R3. All improvements to the city right-of-way such as curbing, sidewalk, driveway aprons, 
etc. must be city standard design. (T&ES) 

R4. No permanent structure may be constructed over any existing private andlor public utility 
easements. It is the responsibility of the applicant to identie any and all existing 
easements on the plan. (T&ES) 

R5. No staging, stockpiling or storage of materials, to include equipment, is permitted in the 
sanitary sewer easement. A note to this effect shall be placed on the plat submitted will 
all building permit applications. (T&ES) 

R6. An erosion and sediment control plan must be approved by T&ES prior to any land 
disturbing activity greater than 2,500 square feet. (T&ES) 

R7. Compliance with the provisions of Article XI11 of the City's zoning ordinance for 
stomwater quality control is required for any land disturbing activity greater than 2,500 
square feet. (T&ES) 

R8. The building permit must be approved and issued prior to the issuance of any pennit for 
demolition. (T&ES) 

R9. Construction of a new driveway entrance, or widening of an existing driveway entrance, 
requires separate application to; and approval from, the Department of Transportation and 
Environmental Services. (T&ES) 

FINDINGS 

F 1. An approved grading plan may be required prior to approval of building permit 
applications, per City code Section 5-6-224. 
Questions regarding grading plans requirements should be directed to the T&ES Site Plan 
Coordinator at (703) 746-4064. Memorandum to Industry No. 02-08 was issued on April 
28,2008 and can be viewed online via the following link. (T&ES) 
h t t p : / / a l e x a n d r i a v a . g o v / u p l o a d e d F i l e s / t . p d f  

CITY CODE REQWIREMENTS 

C-1 The applicant shall comply with the City of Alexandria's Solid Waste Control, Title 5, 
Chapter 1, which sets forth the requirements for the recycling of materials (Sec. 5-1-99). 
(T&ES) 

C-2 The applicant shall comply with the City of Alexandria's Noise Control Code, Title 11, 
Chapter 5, which sets the maximum permissible noise level as measured at the property 
line. (T&ES) 
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C-3 Roof, surface and sub-surface drains be connected to the public storm sewer system, if 
available, by continuous underground pipe. Where storm sewer is not available applicant 
must provide a design to mitigate impact of stormwater drainage onto adjacent properties 
and to the satisfaction of the Director of Transportation & Environmental Services. 
(Sec.5-6-224) (T&ES) 

C-4 All secondary utilities serving this site shall be placed underground. (Sec. 5-3-3) (T&ES) 

C-5 Pay sanitary sewer tap fee prior to release of Grading Plan. (Sec. 5-6-25) (T&ES) 

C-6 Any work within the right-of-way requires a separate permit from T&ES. (Sec. 5-2) 
(T&ES) 

Alexandria Archaeology 
Archaeolow Findinns: 
F-1 Tax records indicate that a structure was present along this street face at least as early as 

18 10. By 1850, these records document a fiee Afiican American household near the 
comer of Princess and St. Asaph streets in the vicinity of this development lot. On later 
nineteenth-century Sanborn Insurance maps, the area near this corner has structures 
labeled ''Negro shanties." The property therefore has potential to yield archaeological 
resources that could provide insight into domestic activities in 19thcentury Alexandria, 
perhaps relating to African Americans. 

Recommendations: 
R-1 The statements in archaeology conditions below shall appear in the General Notes of all 

site plans and on all site plan sheets that involve demolition or ground disturbance 
(including Basement/Foundation Plans, Demolition, Erosion and Sediment Control, 
Grading, Landscaping, Utilities, and Sheeting and Shoring) so that on-site contractors are 
aware of the requirements: 

a. The applicant/developer shall call Alexandria Archaeology immediately (703-838- 
4399) if any buried structural remains (wall foundations, wells, privies, cisterns, 
etc.) or concentrations of artifacts are discovered during development. Work must 
cease in the area of the discovery until a City archaeologist comes to the site and 
records the finds. 

b. The applicant/developer shall not allow any metal detection to be conducted on the 
property, unless authorized by Alexandria Archaeology. 
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