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CITY COUNCIL ACTION MEMO I
To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council

From: Timothy Youmans, Planning Director

Date: October22, 2014

Re: Appeal of BAR Decision (BAR-14-543) to City Council

THE ISSUE:
An appeal of a BAR decision pertaining to window replacement at 500 N. Braddock Street. City Council
must hold a public hearing within 60 days of the date of appeal filed on October 16, 2014.

RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN:
Vision 2028- Winchester is a beautiful Historic City.
Principle #1: Beautiful and Historic City- Preservation and restoration of historic buildings and sites.
Principle #5: Great Neighborhoods with a Range of Housing Choices- Well maintained homes meeting
City standards and codes.

BACKGROUND:
See attached letters from Jay and Harriet Hanke- one dated August 29, 2014 which was addressed to the
BAR with the application for a Certificate of Appropriateness, and one dated October 16, 2014 which was
addressed to the City Manager as part of the request to appeal the decision of the BAR. The only
inaccuracy in the letters noted by staff is the last statement in the last full paragraph of the Aug 291h letter
which reads; “Since our purchase, the City of Winchester has made the decision to include this house in
the historic district...” The subject property has, in fact, been within both the local Historic Winchester
(HW) District as well as the Winchester National District since the districts were first established back in
the late 1970’s, more than 20 years earlier than the applicant’s purchase of the property in 1998.

During a scheduled city inspection at a nearby home in the neighborhood in August 2014, replacement of
wooden windows (including aluminum storm windows) with new vinyl windows were observed. At that
point, seven of the eleven windows were already replaced or in the process of being replaced.

The Board of Architectural Review heard the matter at its September 18, 2014 meeting. Minutes of the
meeting are attached. At the BAR meeting, the request was denied on a 6-0 vote with the Board notin
that the vinyl windows are inappropriate replacement windows in the historic district. The September l9
action letter from staff noted the options to either appeal the decision within 30 days or seek a rezoning to
remove the property from the local HW District since the 1890 house it is at the edge of the district.

Chapter 3, page 5 of the Winchester Historic District Design Guidelines, discusses windows as part of
Residential Rehabilitation. Portions of the guidelines read: “1. Retain existing windows if possible.” “2.
Repair existing windows...” “4. Replace existing windows only when they are missing or beyond repair.”
“5. Do not use materials or finishes that radically change the sash, depth of reveal, muntin configuration,
the reflective quality of color of the glazing, or the appearance of the frame.” “6. Use true divided lights to
replace similar examples and do not false muntins in the replacement.” (See attached page 5)

The Board did not distinguish between the 7 windows that were already replaced without approval and the
4 windows that have not yet been replaced, but much of the discussion was focused on the precedent that
would be set if the Board allowed this property owner to secure approval because so much of the work
had been done without approval. The concern was that it would encourage other historic district property
owners to undertake alterations without approval and then ask for forgiveness.



On October 16, 2014, an appeal of the BAR decision and required fee were submitted to the Clerk of
Council, in accordance with Section 14-9-1 of the Winchester Zoning Ordinance. The Clerk has sixty (60)
days to schedule a public hearing with City Council from the date of the appeal. The Zoning Ordinance
states that during this review of the appeal, “[t]he same standards shall be applied by Council as are
established for the Board of Architectural Review. The Council may affirm, reverse or modify the decision
of the Board, in whole or in part.”

One aspect of this request that is noteworthy is that there were already aluminum storm windows in place
(presumably prior to 1976) on each of the windows on this circa 1890 dwelling. In addition to removing the
inappropriate aluminum storm windows, the applicant is requesting approval for the removal of the period
wooden windows behind the non-period aluminum storm windows. The BAR has jurisdiction over
alterations on the exterior of a structure. Section 14-2-1 of the Zoning Ordinances defines Exterior
Architectural Appearance’ to include ‘architectural character; general arrangement of the exterior of a
structure; general composition, including the kind, color, and texture of building material; and type and
character of all windows, doors, light fixtures, signs. and appurtenant elements, subject to public view
from a public street, public way, or other public places.”

Since much of the period wooden windows are/were not on the exterior of the structure, due to the
presence of the aluminum storm windows, there is some latitude for City Council to find that they are not
entirely subject to public view. The fact that the windows are in a dwelling on a corner lot with direct views
close to the public sidewalks would argue that the interior wooden windows are an element that should be
preserved. A possible middle ground ruling by Council would be to allow for the already-replaced vinyl clad
windows to be approved (perhaps with a wider wooden muntin matching size and composition of the
original vertical dividers) and then require that the applicant either: a. preserve some or all of the four
windows that have not been replaced; or, b. secure BAR approval of a more suitable wooden replacement
window. Leaving one period window intact would allow future stewards of the historic resource (who may
or may not want to utilize state and/or federal tax credits for rehabilitation) to match replacement windows
to the original windows in the future.

BUDGET IMPACT:
None

OPTIONS:
1. Uphold the decision of the Board of Architectural Review to deny the request, in full based upon a

finding that the Board properly applied the standards for window replacement:
2. Modify the decision of the Board of Architectural Review, (e.g. require that some or all of the

unauthorized alterations be remedied and/or ask the applicant to return to the BAR with a more
appropriate proposal to either repair the remaining period windows or replace with wooden
windows that better meet the published design guidelines.); or,

3. Reverse the decision of the Board of Architectural Review, in full based upon a finding that the
BAR erred in applying the standards established for the BAR.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
Staff recommends that Council consider Option #2 which acknowledges that a finding of outright reversal

of the Board’s decision to deny the request cannot easily be arrived at based upon the same standards

that the Board was required to follow. It does, however, acknowledge that granting a modified Certificate

of Appropriateness to allow for removal of the non-period aluminum storm windows is consistent with

some of the design guidelines. Regarding alterations to the 4 windows that have not yet been replaced,
Council could refer the applicant back to the BAR for consideration of a more suitable replacement window

or uphold the Board’s decision to deny the request. Staff would encourage Council to consider requiring

that at least one period window be retained for future stewards of the property and for future historic
district architectural historians to understand the original character of the windows.



Jay & Harriett Hanke
307 Amherst Street

Winchester, VA 22601
540-450-8138

jhhanke@comcast.net

August 29, 2014
Board of Architectural Review
City of Winchester, VA

We are including this narrative with our application to the Board of Architectural Review to attain a

Certificate of Appropriateness, re: window upgrades at our property at 500 N. Braddock Street. Thank you for

taking your time to review our situation. We have owned this property since the Fall of 1998, utilizing it as a

rental property. We have made many improvements to the interior of the house, landscaping, and fence repair

in the back yard.

Currently, we are preparing the house for re-sale. The house has two distinct sections: the original

house, built in 1910, and an addition. The wood siding of the structure was covered with aluminum siding many

years ago, prior to our ownership. The windows include original windows in the downstairs of the original house,

newer windows on the upper floor of the original house, and a different style of window on the back of the

house that was the addition. Some of the windows had no storm windows, some had triple-track add-on storm

windows, many were inoperable, painted shut years ago. The windows were in poor repair, visually unsightly,

and environmentally wasteful. All of the windows had aluminum covered sills and outer frames.

Our decision was to replace 11 of the windows: nine in the original house and two in the addition (now

the kitchen). Installation has been completed on seven of the windows (numbered 1-6 and 8). The new

windows (Simonton Energy Star windows) match the old windows in size, color, and style, and the aluminum

sills and frames work with the surrounding aluminum siding as before. The new windOw sashes are vinyl clad,

which is the issue of “appropriateness”. We believe that our replacement of the windows is a major upgrade to

the functionality of the house and its energy efficiency, without any noticeable change to the appearance of the

house.

The departure from “appropriate” historic area components was many years ago when the house was

covered with aluminum siding. At the time we purchased the house, we were told that it was on the border of

the historic area, but not “in” the historic area. The application paperwork for the establishment of the historic

district (1979) clearly is focused on 18th and 19th century residences which represent a particular architectural

style or historic time period. Our property at 500 North Braddock does not meet any of these criteria and so

was appropriately not included in the historic district. Since our purchase, the City of Winchester has made the

decision to include this house in the historic district, the last house going north on Braddock Street that has that

designation.

We ask the BAR for leniency in granting a Certificate of Appropriateness for this significant upgrade for

our property.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

T0y’iLJ-1
Jay Harriett Hanke



[Type here]

Jay & Harriett Hanke
307 Amherst Street

Winchester, VA 22601
October 16. 2014Ms. Eden E. Freeman

Common Council
15 N. Cameron Street
Winchester, VA 22601

Dear Ms. Freeman,

By means of this letter we are seeking the opportunity to appeal the decision of the Board ofArchitectural Review on September 1 8. 2014, concerning our residence at 500 N. Braddock Street in
Winchester. The action we brought before the BAR was an application for appropriateness related toreplacing deteriorating windows at our house (BAR-14-543). Our application was denied. Enclosed,please find the $75.00 fee for this appeal.

The day after the denial, we left on a previously scheduled period of travel, and have just nowreturned to Winchester. We apologize for being so close to the deadline for submitting a request forappeal, but we did not know about the 30 day window until we opened a letter from the Planning
Department today.

We know now that we were in error by not submitting our application for appropriateness to theBAR before we started the window replacement project with our contractor. Because of the massive
changes that previous owners have made to this house since it was built in 1910, all of which are points ofdivergence from the BAR guidelines for the historic district, it seemed inconceivable to us that the BARwould be interested in our windows. Indeed, the entire exterior of the house, with the sole exception of afew window sashes and one exterior door, consists of materials not recommended by the BAR.
Specifically, by previous owners, the siding has been covered with aluminum, as well as window framesand window sills, the shingles are light-weight 3-tab, the soffit and cornice are now aluminum-covered,one entry door is not wood, and the shutters are aluminum.

Our primary reasons for replacing the windows were safety (several of the windows wereinoperative), thermal efficiency, and appearance. The old windows were a mixture of several windowtypes and ages, some with mullions, and some without. Our decision was to replace 11 windows, custommade for this house, with a single mullion as before, identical in size and color as before. The windowswould be professionally replaced and trimmed out to be matching in appearance. Our contractor hadreplaced seven windows before the project was stopped by the city inspector.

The BAR discussion focused on their responsibility to avoid setting a precedent with regard tovinyl clad windows. We respect their concerns about precedent. We feel that the far-from-historicappearance of our house does merit an exception and would ask the City Council to overturn the BAR’sdenial. Our failure to file the application was clearly our error which we regret. We feel that our decisionprocess in making the window changes as outlined above, significantly added to the home’s beauty, andwas both prudent and appropriate for home-owners of a significantly altered house. We look forward todiscussing this matter with the City Council.

Sincerely,

;-i
Jay M. W e, I-larriett D. Ha ce
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Rouss City Hall Telephone: (540) 667-1815
15 North Cameron Street FAX: (540) 722-3618
Winchester, VA 22601 TDD: (540) 722-0782

Website: www.winchesterva.gov

September 19, 2014

rnyJay & Harriett Hanke I I b
500 N. Braddock Street
Winchester, VA 22601

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Hanke,

On Thursday, September 18, 2014 the Board of Architectural Review acted on the following request:

BAR-14-543 Request of Jay and Harriett Hanke for a Certificate of Appropriateness to replace windows at the property
located at 500 North Braddock Street.

On a vote of 6-0, the Board denied a Certificate of Appropriateness for BAR-14-543 with the following comments:

The vinyl windows are inappropriate replacement windows in the Historic District.

As per section 14-9-1.1 of the Winchester Zoning Ordinance (copy enclosed), the decision of the Board may be appealed
in a notice in writing (along with a $75 fee) to the Common Council of the City of Winchester within 30 days of the
Board’s decision.

Another alternative you may wish to look into is to apply for a rezoning of your property from Medium Density
Residential District (MR) with Historic Winchester District (HW) overlay to MR, specifying in your request why your
property should not be within the historic district and thus the historic guidelines. This would be a lengthy process if you
wish to proceed with it, since it would go to planning commission for review and then forwarded on to City Council for a
vote as an ordinance. I have enclosed a brochure on the rezoning process.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions at 667-1815, ext. 1413.

Sincerely yours,

Josh Crump
Planner

“To be a/inancially sound City providing top qua/i/v mzinic1oa/ services
while focusing on the customer ai in engaging our community



Approved As Amended October 2, 2014

BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW
MINUTES

The Board of Architectural Review held its regularly scheduled meeting on Thursday, September 18,
2014, at 4:00p.m. in Council Chambers, Rouss City Hall, 15 North Cameron Street, Winchester, Virginia.

POINTS OF ORDER:

PRESENT: Chairman Rockwood, Mr. Bandyke, Mr. Serafin, Ms. Jackson, Mr. Walker, Ms. Elgin

ABSENT: None

STAFF: Josh Crump, Nasser Rahimzadeh, Carolyn Barrett, Katherine Herrman

VISITORS: Jay Hanke

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

Chairman Rockwood called for corrections or additions to the minutes of September 4, 2014. Hearing
none, he called for a motion. Mr. Bandyke moved to approve the minutes as submitted. Mr. Serafin
seconded the motion. Voice vote was taken and the motion passed 4-02 with Ms. Jackson and Mr.
Walker abstaining.

CONSENT AGENDA:

None.

NEW BUSINESS:

BAR-14-543 Request of Jay and Harriett Hanke for a Certificate of Appropriateness to replace windows
at the property located at 500 North Braddock Street.

Mr. Hanke outlined his request to the Board. Mr. Serafin asked if Mr. Hanke had brought a sample of
the window. Mr. Hanke replied that he had. Chairman Rockwood noted that some of the windows had
already been replaced. Mr. Hanke said that was correct and there had been a stop work order given to
the contractor he had hired. Chairman Rockwood noted that the windows being replaced were
aluminum clad frames and sills. Mr. Hanke said the outer frame of the window was aluminum. Some of
the windows were original to the house and some were not because they had been replaced with a
synthetic window. Mr. Serafin asked if the windows that had been replaced and the ones going to be
replaced were all wood sashes with an aluminum covering on the sill and the sides of the frame. Mr.
Hanke confirmed that the sashes were all wood. Mr. Walker asked whether the replacement window
was a wood window with vinyl cladding.

Chairman Rockwood asked what the condition of the wooden sash was before replacement. Mr. Hanke
said some of the muntins were rotted out and had been repaired so many times that it was unsightly.
Some of the windows being replaced are newer but had not been cared for. He wanted to upgrade to a
better window in terms of efficiency. Mr. Hanke pointed out which windows were original, which had
been replaced and which were going to be replaced on the illustrations. Mr. Bandyke pointed out that
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the replacement windows were all vinyl in construction. He said that when he looked at the house, he
noted that it had been clad in aluminum siding. Mr. Hanke said that he believed that when the
aluminum siding was put on, the windows were also clad in aluminum.

Mr. Serafin said that he was sympathetic because the work had already been started and it puts
everyone in a tough position but it also sets precedence in two very hard ways in the Historic District.
First, starting work without an approval then asking for forgiveness. That could get the Board in hot
water as far as what if everybody did that. Second, the idea of replacing wood windows with vinyl
windows, there would be people at nearly every meeting saying “That guy down the street has done
this.” There would be people pointing at this case for the next 20 years saying “Well, he put in vinyl
windows, why can’t I?” That was how he viewed the position the Board was in. It does not follow the
guidelines for the Historic District. It was not something they would ever approve.

Mr. Bandyke asked Mr. Hanke how long he had owned the house. Mr. Hanke said since 1998. Mr.
Bandyke asked if, at that time, the realtor had given him information about the Historic District. He did
not know if the district had been changed as Mr. Hanke had stated in his application. Mr. Hanke said
the facts he had read online when he was looking into buying the house noted the original addresses of
the Historic District and that 500 North Braddock Street was not included in those addresses. It was
added some time before 1998 but he was not given that information. Mr. Bandyke asked Mr. Crump
about the dates. Mr. Crump said the district had not changed much since it was formed in 1976. There
were two other times when people had requested to join the district but the City has not altered it since
it was formed. He pointed out the 1976 inventory page that was included in the packet.

Chairman Rockwood said he agreed with Mr. Serafin about the precedent in terms of using non-original
materials. One thing that struck him was that Mr. Hanke had said that some of the windows were not
original. Others were badly degraded and ordinarily he would say replace the muntins or replicate them
with the same materials. The other thing was the house had been extensively altered by aluminum
siding. It reminded him of an application from a year ago on South Braddock Street. The house had
been extensively resided in non-original materials and the Board was in a position of having to say the
wood windows have to be replaced with wood but he could replace the vinyl clad windows with vinyl. It
did not advance the Historic District to make the owner go through that and the Board has been
wrestling with the use of substitute materials ever since.

Mr. Bandyke made the observation that the house probably had triple-track storm windows throughout
at one point. It would actually look better with newer windows if the triple-track windows were
removed. It would be in keeping with the style of the house, unfortunately, it is in the Historic District.
The house itself, in this case, lends itself to that particular style of windows because it has been wrapped
in aluminum siding over the years. It is hard for the Board to give permission for something like that
without some caveat and he did not know what that would be. If the aluminum storm windows were
removed and the windows were in bad shape and vinyl windows were put in, it would be a step in the
right direction. It gets rid of the aluminum windows which are unsightly but puts in an inappropriate
window material that looks better.

Mr. Walker quoted from the Significance Statement in the September 2011 Architectural Survey,
“Although the vernacular dwelling has been clad in vinyl siding, it retains the original wood-sash
windows...” He noted that it is a significant portion of the building. The wood windows are a significant
portion of the elevation and it is hard for him to say it is okay to replace them with substitute materials.
It is an important part of the historic significance of the house.
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Chairman Rockwood said if they approved the windows, they would be announcing that they would not
approve something unless an applicant came to them in advance but if the applicant went ahead and
did the job, the Board would look the other way. He was not comfortable with that.

Mr. Bandyke said Mr. Hanke could have used double-glazed wood windows that were pre-painted, even
if painted with a vinyl-like material, the whole issue could have been avoided, If the house was out of
the Historic District, it would not be a problem but it is inside the District. If the Board says yes to him,
someone would use that as fodder for their argument that it was done by someone else. What was
done before the Historic District and the rules that govern it were established is another issue. They do
not have any say so over that but anything after that has to be approved.

Chairman Rockwood said if Mr. Hanke had come to them and said he was going take off the aluminum
siding and return the house to its original historic look and take off all the additional stuff, repair the
siding etc., in that context the windows would be appropriate. What he keeps wrestling with is that is
not what he is doing, the house is completely wrapped in aluminum siding. He is not proposing to repair
the windows.

Mr. Hanke said his reticence in bringing the project to the Board was because of the aluminum siding.
The house is already not a period house and does not have a historic look to it anymore since it was
wrapped in aluminum siding.

Mr. Bandyke asked Mr. Hanke if he knew the house was in the Historic District and he replied yes. Mr.
Bandyke asked if the contractor or anyone else knew the house was in the Historic District. Mr. Hanke
said he talked to staff before he started and they indicated they could not predict how the Board would
rule. He went ahead with the project because of timing issues. He also stated there is another house
very close to his with new windows that still have the stickers on them. Mr. Bandyke said the Board did
not give their permission for that.

Mr. Serafin made a motion to deny the Certificate of Appropriateness for BAR-14-543 with the following
comments:

The vinyl windows are inappropriate replacement windows in the Historic District.

Mr. Walker seconded the motion. Voice vote was taken and the motion passed 6-0.

OLD BUSINESS:

None.

DISCUSSION:

Mr. Crump said he had not heard back from Ms. VanDiest about putting the substitute materials
presentation on the October 7, 2014 agenda. He said she had indicated that it could be done and he
would let the Board know when it was definite. The meeting would be at 6:00pm in Council chambers.

ADJOURN:

With no further business before the Board, the meeting was adjourned at 4:23pm.



RESIDE.TIil REHABILITATION

\iN DOWS

Windows add light to the interior of a building. provide ventilation, and allow a visual link to the outside. The also
play a major pan in defining a building’s particular stIe. Because of the wide vareiy of ardiiteturri] styles and
periods of conslruction within the district diere Is a corresponding variation of styles, types. and sizes ol windows.

Windows are one oltht’ major characler-defining features on residential lu di:. and can be varied b’ different
designs olsills. panes. sashes. linrels. decorative caps. and shutters. The may occur in regular intervals or in
asvmnietrical patterns. Their size may highlight various bay divisions in the building. MI of the wLndows may be the
same in one house or there may be a variety of types that give emphasis to fertain parts of the building.

1 Retain original windows if possible. Ensure that all
I hardware is in good operaiin.g ondihon. Ensure that

caulk and glazing putty are intact and that water drains off
the sills.

Repair r.ittil windows by paIitirIc. splicing. consolidat
or otherwise reinforcing. Wood that appears to bein

i.od condition because of peing paint or separated
Joints often ran in fact be repaiied

and repair covered-up windows and reinstall
3 windows with their original dimensions where they have

bet-n blocked in. lithe window no longer needed, the
glass should be retained and the back side frosted.
screened. or shuttered so thai it appears froni the outside
10 be in use.

jl Replace windows only when they are missing or beyond
LI repair Reconstruction should be based on physical

evidence or old :h::tugraphs

( Do not use materiaLs or finishes that radically change the
sash, depth of reveal. rnuntin ionfiguralion. the reflective
quality or color cF the glaring. or the appearance of the
frame.

Use true divided lights to replace similar examples and do0 not use raise muntins in the replacement.

Rei sr.it.ter: are hLr!g or cçxraa : hrgos
(pirr;os) onc are rqe enj:h Lo ccr the
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\INCHESTER HIsToRIC DIsTRIcT DESIGN GUIDELINES
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ARCHITECTURAL INVENTORY

Map & Parcel: i-3 fj, Assessed Value:
Tract & Block: i-6

Present Owner
Address:

_____

1976

Date: 17 80 90 1800 10 20 30 O 50 60 70 80 90

StyIe:cL.Geor. Grk.Rev. Ital. EndEmp. Ron. Goth. Q.A. Col.Rev.
B.Arts None+ None-

Physical Condition: Deteriorated Dilapidated

Environmental Context: Stron Moderate Weak

Architectural Significance:
Outstanding Excellent Good

Architectural Description
None

National St
Historical Significance:

ate/Re 1onal Local None
Historical Description

Address’_so_

______

Present Use:

_______

-

Historic Name:

_____

0iginal Owner:
Original Use: --

_______________

Stories: B I 2

Material: Stone Lo Clapbrd.

Modifications: or Moderate

3 3 4 —

Brk. Plas.

Extensive

Airs.
tidin

Ihis L—shaped corner hccse with shin4ed A—roof has 3 bayson the 1st floor and 2 hays on the 2nd floor. All windowsnave 2 over 2 ii ht snits and snutters. there is a porchon the front and side, cach havin; a hip root hood and clackmetal supports, the house is set off from the street syan attractive hedde.

References:



City of
Winchester

500 North Braddock Street

Tax Map Number: 153-1 -D- 6-
DHR Resource Number: 138-0042-1157
Resources: 1 single dwelling
Date/Period: ca. 1890
Style: Vernacular
Sources: Sanborn Fire Insurance Company Maps; Quarles, The Story

ofOne Hundred Old Homes

Architectural Description

Site Description: This single-family dwelling is located at the northeast corner of North Braddock Street and West North Avenue. The
dwelling has a setback of approximately twenty feet from the concrete sidewalk. Level, the grassy lot has mature trees and foundation
plantings. An asphalt driveway is located along the northern edge of the property, which is partially enclosed by a wooden privacy
fe I, Ce.

Secondary Resource Summary: There are no secondary resources associated with this property.

Primary Resource Description: This two-story, three-bay vernacular single-family dwelling appears to have been constructed circa 1 890.
Set on a solid random-rubble stone foundation, the wood-frame structure has been reclad in vinyl siding.The side-gable roof of the main
block and front-gabled elI are covered with asphalt shingles. Overhanging eaves complete the roofline. There is no chimney. The façade
(west elevation) has a single-leaf main entry located in the northern bay with a paneled wood door with lights. Window openings on the
first story hold 2/2, double-hung, wood sash while 1/1, double-hung, wood-sash windows pierce the second story. All have inoperable
louvered shutters. A one-story, two-bay porch, reflecting the Colonial Revival style, shelters the main entry. Set on a poured concrete
slab, the porch has a half-hipped roof of asphalt shingles supported by metal filigree posts. Twisted metal balusters complete the porch.
The north and south (side) elevations of the main block hold 2/2 windows on the first story and 1/1 windows on the second. All have
inoperable louvered shutters.

A two-story, full-width ellis located on the rear of the dwelling. Set on a solid random-rubble stone foundation, this wood-frame eli has
also been clad in vinyl siding. Window openings on the south (side) elevation hold 2/2 sash on the first and 1/1 sash on the second. All are
double-hung wood construction with inoperable louvered shutters. A single-leaf, paneled wood door with semi-circular light is centrally
located on the south elevation. A one-story, two-bay porch of the Colonial Revival style is set on a raised concrete foundation. Like the
façade, this porch has haif-hipped roof of asphalt shingles supported by metal filigree posts with twisted metal balusters.The east (rear)
elevation has no openings while a 1/1, double-hung, wood-sash window is located on the second story of the north (side) elevation.

A circa 1900 appendage is located on the rear of the dwelling. Clad in vinyl siding and capped by a shed roof of asphalt shingles, this
small appendage has a 2/2, double-hung, wood-sash window located on the south (side) elevation. A small, 1/1, double-hung, wood-sash
window is located on the rear of the appendage.

An addition was built on the northeast corner of the dwelling circa 1960. Set on a solid concrete-block foundation, this addition is clad
in vinyl siding with a sloped roof of asphalt shingles. The addition extends off the north side of the circa 1900 appendage and wraps the
northeast corner. Window openings hold 1/1, double-hung, vinyl sash.

A one-story, wooden pergola was attached to the north (side) elevation of the main block in the late twentieth century.

Significance Statement: This two-story, three-bay single-family dwelling is representative of the restrained residential architecture
constructed in the City ofWinchester at the end of the nineteenth century. Although the vernacular dwelling has been clad in vinyl siding,
it retains the original wood-sash windows, fenestration pattern, and overhanging cornice. Colonial Revival-style elements have been
added, but contribute to the nationwide acceptance of this popular style. The vinyl siding is a reversible application. Further, the dwelling
retains its integrity of feeling, location, setting, and association.Therefore, this single-family dwelling is considered a contributing resource
in the Winchester Historic District under Criteria A and C.



Post card (front and back views) mailed to all owners of properties
located within the local Historic District in Winchester, VA
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I)id you know that a c:erulicate of
Appropriateness is required from the City of
Winchester Zoning Administrator or Board
of Architectural Review before any changes,
visible from a public right-of-wa, are made
to a building in the Winchester Historic
I) is tr Ic
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Iefie you consider making any alterations
to the exterior of your building, we strongly
urge you to visit the City website at:

www.winchecterva .gov!planning/
hs(orLc—d istLiCt

• historic (ax cidjt (state and
federal)

ASK

ABOUT:

• substantial rehabilitation
tax abatements
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