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BAR2021-00470 (B) 

Old and Historic Alexandria District 
March 16, 2022 

ISSUE: Certificate of Appropriateness for alterations and painting of unpainted 
masonry 

APPLICANT:  EAHG Alexandria LP 

LOCATION:  Old and Historic Alexandria District  
625 First Street and 510 Second Street 

ZONE:   CD/Commercial Downtown Zone  
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness for alterations and the painting 
of unpainted masonry.  

BOARD ACTION February 22, 2022: Partially Approved (Permit to Demolish), Partially 
Deferred (Certificate of Appropriateness)    
On a motion by Ms. Roberts, and seconded by Ms. Sennott, the Board of Architectural Review 
voted to approve BAR #2021-00471, as submitted. The motion carried on a vote of 5-0. 

On a motion by Ms. Roberts, and seconded by Ms. Sennott, the Board of Architectural Review 
accepted the request for deferral of BAR #2021-00470. The motion carried on a vote of 5-0.  

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
None. 

REASON 
The Board wanted to see a sample of the proposed color on the hotel and more details on the 
proposed window and supported the applicant’s request for deferral.  They approved the 
applicant’s request for a Permit to Demolish.  

SPEAKERS  
Bob Brant, attorney, presented the project and answered questions. 

Gail Rothrock, 209 Duke Street and HARC, stated that HARC members were opposed to 
painting the brick and said it was discouraged in the design guidelines.  She also said there were 
maintenance concerns. 

Carol Black, Alexandria resident, said that brick buildings in the historic district shouldn’t be 
painted.  

Steve Milone, 907 Prince Street and OTCA, said that the building had architectural merit and 
painting brick causes maintenance issues.  
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DISCUSSION 
Mr. Adams said that the oldest part of the building is 52 years old and would be considered 
historic.  He also said that he preferred the existing window configuration and asked the 
applicant to consider a new window with muntins similar to the existing windows.   
 
Chair Spencer asked staff to explain the Board’s history with reviewing the painting of unpainted 
masonry.  Mr. Conkey described some recent requests for painting that were approved as well 
as examples of where the color and texture of certain brick was considered character defining.  
He said that staff considered this building to be a contemporary building with brick that was not 
character defining.  
 
Ms. Sennott said she appreciates the contemporary architecture of the building but didn’t think 
that painting the brick was necessary and thought it would make the already large building 
appear more monolithic.     
 
Ms. Roberts agrees that the brick was not character defining but is sensitive to concerns about 
maintenance and the age of the early part of the building being greater than 50 years old.  She 
said that she would like to see a large mockup of the colored brick on the hotel. 
 
Mr. Brant said that he meant to describe the color as a stain, rather than a paint which preserved 
the texture and porosity of the brick. He also said that the stain would have a matt finish. 
 
Chair Spencer said that his concerns had to do with long term maintenance and thought that the 
brick was an important element of the building.  He said he thought the dark color would make 
the building appear monolithic and that there were opportunities beyond paint to activate the 
building.   
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION February 16, 2022: 
Staff recommends approval of the Permit to Demolish/Capsulate (partial) and Certificate of 
Appropriateness for alterations and the painting of unpainted masonry.  
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GENERAL NOTES TO THE APPLICANT 
 

1. APPEAL OF DECISION:  In accordance with the Zoning Ordinance, if the Board of Architectural Review 
denies or approves an application in whole or in part, the applicant or opponent may appeal the Board’s 
decision to City Council on or before 14 days after the decision of the Board. 
 

2. COMPLIANCE WITH BAR POLICIES:  All materials must comply with the BAR’s adopted policies unless 
otherwise specifically approved. 
 

3. BUILDING PERMITS:  Most projects approved by the Board of Architectural Review require the issuance 
of one or more construction permits by Department of Code Administration (including signs).  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 further information. 
 

4. ISSUANCE OF CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS AND PERMITS TO DEMOLISH: Applicants 
must obtain a copy of the Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Demolish PRIOR to applying for a 
building permit.  Contact BAR Staff, Room 2100, City Hall, 703-746-3833, or 
preservation@alexandriava.gov for further information. 
 

5. EXPIRATION OF APPROVALS NOTE:  In accordance with Sections 10-106(B), 10-206(B) and 10-307 of 
the Zoning Ordinance, any Board of Architectural Review approval will expire 12 months from the date of 
issuance if the work is not commenced and diligently and substantially pursued by the end of that 12-month 
period. 
 

6. HISTORIC PROPERTY TAX CREDITS:  Applicants performing extensive, certified rehabilitations of 
historic properties may separately be eligible for state and/or federal tax credits.  Consult with the Virginia 
Department of Historic Resources (VDHR) prior to initiating any work to determine whether the proposed 
project may qualify for such credits. 
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UPDATE: 
 
The applicant has provided the following additional information related to the hotel renovation 
project. 
 
Brick stain 
 
The applicant has painted a portion of the building with the proposed grey stain (not paint as 
originally proposed) as shown in the photo below.  The applicant will coordinate with BAR 
members and adjacent property owners to see the stained brick sample on site, which is in a 
courtyard area and not visible from the public way.   The applicant’s revised narrative describes in 
detail the differences between a painted and stained brick building.   
 

 
Figure 1: Proposed brick stain 
 
Windows 
 
The applicant has installed two of the proposed new windows in the existing openings and the 
windows are shown in the photograph below, under two existing windows.  The difference 
between the two is the operation – the original windows were sliders, and the new window will 
have a fixed single pane.  Due to supply chain issues the integrated vent is not yet on site and has 
not been installed; however, the applicant believes that it will be installed prior to the BAR member 
visits next week.   
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Figure 2: Proposed aluminum windows (vent not yet installed) below existing windows 

 
The previous staff report text is included below, with the portions devoted to the Permit to 
Demolish struck since that aspect of the project was approved by the BAR at the February 16, 
2022 public hearing.  
 
I. APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL    

The applicant requests a Permit to Demolish/Capsulate (partial) and Certificate of Appropriateness 
for various alterations at the former Holiday Inn hotel at 625 First Street as part of rebranding 
efforts for the new property owner.    
 
Permit to Demolish/Capsulate 
 

• Demolition of existing roof and replacement with a standing seam metal roof. 
• Demolition of windows, including storefront windows, for new windows and doors. 
• Demolition of minor portions of masonry for new storefront windows. 
• Demolition of railings and light fixtures, as well as awnings. 
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• Demolition of the existing glass vault canopy at the hotel entrance. 

Certificate of Appropriateness 
 

• Relocation of the hotel entrance and covered portico to the west, as well as relocation of 
some storefront doors and windows. 

• Installation of a new metal and glass canopy with integrated lighting. 
• Painting of the exterior brick with Benjamin Moore RAL7022, a dark grey color. 
• Installation of a metal trellis and a new landscaped area at the SE and SW corners of the 

building, including planters to define the space.   
• New black metal framed full light windows, with integrated vents.   
• A halo lit hotel identification sign on the canopy facing First Street as well as new exterior 

lighting.  

Site context 
 
The property has street frontage on both First and N. Pitt streets and given the size of the building 
there are views of the property from numerous locations.  The Old & Historic Alexandria District 
boundaries go through the center of the building but by past practice the BAR reviews and 
approves the building as a whole.  
 
II. HISTORY 

The hotel at 625 First Street has frontage on both First and N. Pitt Streets and was constructed in 
two phases.  The first phase of the building was constructed as an addition in the late 1970s as 
part of the Old Colony Inn, which once occupied this site as well as the land to the west and 
north.  The second phase of the hotel was constructed in the mid-1980s when the larger portion 
was constructed fronting on N. Pitt Street (Figure 1).   
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Figure 3: Building phases 
 
The BAR has reviewed numerous applications since the hotel was constructed, limited to minor 
alterations such as signage, awnings, fenestration changes at the first floor and construction of a 
brick screening wall.   
 
III. ANALYSIS   

Permit to Demolish/Capsulate 
 
In considering a Permit to Demolish/Capsulate, the Board must consider the following criteria set 
forth in the Zoning Ordinance, §10-105(B), which relate only to the subject property and not to 
neighboring properties.  The Board has purview of the proposed demolition/capsulation regardless 
of visibility. 
 

Standard Description of Standard Standard Met? 
(1) 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? 
 

No 

(2) Is the building or structure of such interest that it could be made 
into a historic shrine? 
 

No 
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(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? 
 

No 

(4) Would retention of the building or structure help preserve the 
memorial character of the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway? 
 

No 

(5) Would retention of the building or structure help preserve and 
protect an historic place or area of historic interest in the city? 
 

No 

(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? 

No 

 
Staff does not believe that the proposed demolition meets any of the criteria above, as the structure 
was constructed in the 1970s and 1980s has not achieved historic significance in its own right 
through time or as the work of a nationally recognized architect. The demolition does not remove 
any character-defining features of uncommon design or historic merit, does not compromise the 
integrity of historic areas of the district, and will not be a detriment to the public interest. Therefore, 
staff supports the application for a Permit to Demolish/Capsulate, as submitted. 
 
Certificate of Appropriateness  
 
It is not unusual for the Board to approve fenestration changes and storefront alterations to 
buildings as tastes change and architectural design and detailing evolves.  As such, given the age 
of the building and lack of a distinct style, staff has no objection to the proposed alterations.  The 
materials proposed are of high quality and the improvements have considered the building and site 
within the full context.  The reduced drive aisle and improvements to the First Street façade will 
provide a more activated exterior space for hotel guests.     
 
The zoning ordinance specifically prohibits painting previously unpainted masonry surfaces 
without BAR approval.  Section 10-109(B)(4) of the zoning ordinance states: “The painting of a 
masonry building which was unpainted prior to such painting shall be considered to be the removal 
of an exterior feature having historic and/or architectural significance requiring a certificate of 
appropriateness.”  The Design Guidelines further state that “painting a previously unpainted 
masonry surface, no matter what color, requires review and approval of a certificate of 
appropriateness by the Boards.  Additionally, the Boards strongly discourage the painting of a 
previously unpainted masonry surface.”  However, the Standards and Design Guidelines have been 
designed in a way to distinguish what is appropriate in one part of the district or at one building 
from what may not be appropriate in other areas or on other buildings so each request is reviewed 
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on a case-by-case.  In this case, staff has no objection to the painting of the unpainted mid-to-late 
20th century brick building as it is unremarkable in both color and detailing.  The building is large 
and somewhat monolithic, and the painting of the building will give the hotel a more contemporary 
appearance, especially pared with the proposed improvements to the fenestration, site elements 
and lighting.   
 
The applicant initially stated in the project narrative that the building would be painted black; 
however, the proposed color - Benjamin Moore RAL7022 – is grey with olive undertones as shown 
in the color swatch below (Figure 2).    
 

 
 
While the ordinance references “color” in the Standards for consideration, it is the Board’s long-
standing policy to review paint colors only when associated with new construction.  The Design 
Guidelines chapter on painting includes only two guidelines with respect to painting: “Structures 
should be painted a color appropriate to the historical period of the architectural style” and “Day-
glow, neon and metallic colors as well as the color purple are inappropriate in the historic districts 
and the application of these colors alters the architectural character of the building.”  In the opinion 
of staff, the proposed painting of the unpainted masonry building is “appropriate to the historical 
period of the architectural style” of the structure.  For this structure, the issue of what color the 
building should be painted is more a matter of preference than an issue related to historic 
preservation.  Fortunately, a painted building can easily be repainted any color relatively easily 
and with little expense.    
 
Staff recommends approval of the application as submitted.   
 
STAFF 
Stephanie Sample, Historic Preservation Planner, Planning & Zoning 
Tony LaColla, AICP, Land Use Services Division Chief, Planning & Zoning 
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IV. CITY DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

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

Zoning  
F-1 The applicant has submitted a site plan amendment for the proposed improvements

(SIT85-0021). 

Code Administration 
A building permit and plan review are required prior to the start of construction. 

Transportation and Environmental Services 
CONDITIONS  
R-1 The building permit must be approved and issued prior to the issuance of any permit for

demolition, if a separate demolition permit is required. (T&ES) 

R-2 Applicant shall be responsible for repairs to the adjacent city right-of-way if damaged
during construction activity. (T&ES) 

R-3 No permanent structure may be constructed over any existing private and/or public utility
easements.  It is the responsibility of the applicant to identify any and all existing 
easements on the plan. (T&ES) 

FINDINGS: 
F-1 After review of the information provided, an approved grading plan is not required at this

time.  Please note that if any changes are made to the plan it is suggested that T&ES be 
included in the review. (T&ES) 

CODE REQUIREMENTS 
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) 

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

11



Docket #7  
BAR2021-00470 (B) 

Old and Historic Alexandria District 
  March 16, 2022 

 

 
 

Alexandria Archaeology  
F-1 No archaeological oversight will be necessary for this undertaking. 
 
V.        ATTACHMENTS 
 
1 – Application Materials  
2 – Supplemental Materials  
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ADDRESS OF PROJECT:

DISTRICT: Old & Historic Alexandria Parker Gray 100 Year Old Building

TAX MAP AND PARCEL: ZONING:

APPLICATION FOR: (Please check all that apply)

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

PERMIT TO MOVE, REMOVE, ENCAPSULATE OR DEMOLISH
(Required if more than 25 square feet of a structure is to be demolished/impacted)

WAIVER OF VISION CLEARANCE REQUIREMENT and/or YARD REQUIREMENTS IN A VISION
CLEARANCE AREA (Section 7-802, Alexandria 1992 Zoning Ordinance)

WAIVER OF ROOFTOP HVAC SCREENING REQUIREMENT
(Section 6-403(B)(3), Alexandria 1992 Zoning Ordinance)

Applicant: Property Owner Business (Please provide business name & contact person)

Name: 

Address:

City: State: Zip: 

Phone: E-mail :

Authorized Agent (if applicable): Attorney Architect

Name: Phone: 

E-mail:

Legal Property Owner:

Name: 

Address:

City: State: Zip: 

Phone: E-mail:

Yes No Is there an historic preservation easement on this property?
Yes No If yes, has the easement holder agreed to the proposed alterations?
Yes No I
Yes No

If you answered yes to any of the above, please attach a copy of the letter approving the project.

BAR Case #
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NATURE OF PROPOSED WORK: Please check all that apply

NEW CONSTRUCTION
EXTERIOR ALTERATION: Please check all that apply.

awning fence, gate or garden wall HVAC equipment shutters 
doors windows siding shed
lighting pergola/trellis painting unpainted masonry 
other  

ADDITION 
DEMOLITION/ENCAPSULATION 
SIGNAGE

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WORK: Please describe the proposed work in detail (Additional pages may
be attached).

SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS: 

Items listed below comprise the minimum supporting materials for BAR applications. Staff may 
request additional information during application review. Please refer to the relevant section of the 
Design Guidelines for further information on appropriate treatments. 

Applicants must use the checklist below to ensure the application is complete. Include all information and 
material that are necessary to thoroughly describe the project. Incomplete applications will delay the
docketing of the application for review. Pre-application meetings are required for all proposed additions. 
All applicants are encouraged to meet with staff prior to submission of a completed application. 

Demolition/Encapsulation : All applicants requesting 25 square feet or more of demolition/encapsulation 
must complete this section. Check N/A if an item in this section does not apply to your project. 

N/A
Survey plat showing the extent of the proposed demolition/encapsulation.
Existing elevation drawings clearly showing all elements proposed for demolition/encapsulation. 
Clear and labeled photographs of all elevations of the building if the entire structure is proposed 
to be demolished.
Description of the reason for demolition/encapsulation.
Description of the alternatives to demolition/encapsulation and why such alternatives are not 
considered feasible.

BAR Case #
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Additions & New Construction: Drawings must be to scale and should not exceed 11" x 17" unless
Check N/A if an item in this section does not apply to your project. 

N/A
Scaled survey plat showing dimensions of lot and location of existing building and other 
structures on the lot, location of proposed structure or addition, dimensions of existing 
structure(s), proposed addition or new construction, and all exterior, ground and roof mounted 
equipment.
FAR & Open Space calculation form.
Clear and labeled photographs of the site, surrounding properties and existing structures, if 
applicable.
Existing elevations must be scaled and include dimensions.
Proposed elevations must be scaled and include dimensions. Include the relationship to 
adjacent structures in plan and elevations.
Materials and colors to be used must be specified and delineated on the drawings. Actual 
samples may be provided or required.

doors, lighting, fencing, HVAC equipment and walls.
For development site plan projects, a model showing mass relationships to adjacent properties 
and structures.

Signs & Awnings: One sign per building under one square foot does not require BAR approval unless 
illuminated. All other signs including window signs require BAR approval. Check N/A if an item in this section does 
not apply to your project.

N/A
Linear feet of building: Front: Secondary front (if corner lot): .
Square feet of existing signs to remain: .
Photograph of building showing existing conditions.
Dimensioned drawings of proposed sign identifying materials, color, lettering style and text. 
Location of sign (show exact location on building including the height above sidewalk).

facade.

Alterations: Check N/A if an item in this section does not apply to your project.

N/A
Clear and labeled photographs of the site, especially the area being impacted by the alterations, 
all sides of the building and any pertinent details.

doors, lighting, fencing, HVAC equipment and walls.
Drawings accurately representing the changes to the proposed structure, including materials and 
overall dimensions. Drawings must be to scale.
An official survey plat showing the proposed locations of HVAC units, fences, and sheds. 
Historic elevations or photographs should accompany any request to return a structure to an 
earlier appearance.

BAR Case #
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ALL APPLICATIONS: Please read and check that you have read and understand the following items:

I have submitted a filing fee with this application. (Checks should be made payable to the City of 
Alexandria. Please contact staff for assistance in determining the appropriate fee.) 

I understand the notice requirements and will return a copy of the three respective notice forms to 
BAR staff at least five days prior to the hearing. If I am unsure to whom I should send notice I will 
contact Planning and Zoning staff for assistance in identifying adjacent parcels. 

I, the applicant, or an authorized representative will be present at the public hearing. 

I understand that any revisions to this initial application submission (including applications deferred
for restudy) must be accompanied by the BAR Supplemental form and revised materials.

The undersigned hereby attests that all of the information herein provided including the site plan, building 
elevations, prospective drawings of the project, and written descriptive information are true, correct and 
accurate. The undersigned further understands that, should such information be found incorrect, any 
action taken by the Board based on such information may be invalidated. The undersigned also hereby 
grants the City of Alexandria permission to post placard notice as required by Article XI, Division A, 
Section 11-301(B) of the 1992 Alexandria City Zoning Ordinance, on the property which is the subject of 
this application. The undersigned also hereby authorizes the City staff and members of the BAR to 
inspect this site as necessary in the course of research and evaluating the application. The applicant, if 
other than the property owner, also attests that he/she has obtained permission from the property owner 
to make this application.

APPLICANT OR AUTHORIZED AGENT:

Signature:

Printed Name:  

Date:

BAR Case #
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A. Property Information

A1.
Street Address Zone

A2.    
Total Lot Area Floor Area Ratio Allowed by Zone Maximum Allowable Floor Area

Department of Planning and Zoning
Floor Area Ratio and Open Space Calculations

The undersigned hereby certifies and attests that, to the best of his/her knowledge, the above computations are true and correct.

Signature: _________________________________________________________________    Date: ___________________________

B

B. Existing Gross Floor Area
Existing Gross Area

Basement

First Floor

Second Floor

Third Floor

Attic

Porches

Balcony/Deck

Lavatory***

Other**

Total Gross

Allowable Exclusions**

Basement**

Stairways**

Mechanical**

Attic less than 7’**

Porches**

Balcony/Deck**

Lavatory***

Other**

Other**

Total ExclusionsB1. B2.

B1. Sq. Ft.
Existing Gross Floor Area*

B2. Sq. Ft.
Allowable Floor Exclusions**

B3. Sq. Ft.
Existing Floor Area Minus Exclusions
(subtract B2 from B1)

C1. Sq. Ft.
Proposed Gross Floor Area*

C2. Sq. Ft.
Allowable Floor Exclusions**

C3. Sq. Ft.
Proposed Floor Area Minus Exclusions
(subtract C2 from C1)

C. Proposed Gross Floor Area
Allowable Exclusions**

Basement**

Stairways**

Mechanical**

Attic less than 7’**

Porches**

Balcony/Deck**

Lavatory***

Other**

Other**

Total ExclusionsC1. C2.

Proposed Gross Area

Basement

First Floor

Second Floor

Third Floor

Attic

Porches

Balcony/Deck

Lavatory***

Other

Total Gross

x =

D. Total Floor Area

Total Floor Area (add B3 and C3)

D1.

Total Floor Area Allowed
by Zone (A2)

D2.

Sq. Ft.

Sq. Ft.

E. Open Space

Existing Open Space
E1.

Required Open Space

Sq. Ft.

Sq. Ft.E2.

Proposed Open Space

Sq. Ft.E3.

*Gross floor area is the sum of all areas
under roof of a lot, measured from the face 
of exterior walls, including basements, 
garages, sheds, gazebos, guest buildings 
and other accessory buildings.

** Refer to the Zoning Ordinance (Section  
2-145(B)) and consult with Zoning Staff for
information regarding allowable exclusions.
Sections may also be required for some 
exclusions.

***Lavatories may be excluded up to a
maximum of 50 square feet, per lavatory.
The maximum total of excludable area for 
lavatories shall be no greater than 10% of 
gross floor area.

Notes

Comments for Existing Gross Floor Area

625 First Street and 510 Second Street CL

72,352.00 1.50 108,528.00

54,364.00 155,432.00

3,859.00

33,591.00

31,711.00
155,432.00

31,907.00

155,432.00

0.00

0.00

1,404.00

3,475.00

651.00
8,950.00

-7,546.00

4,824.00

1,404.00

1,404.00 8,950.00

147,886.00

108,528.00
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{A1028041.DOCX / 1 Certificate of Appropriateness and Demolition Permit Narrative (Final 3-7-22) 012050 000002}

Narrative Description 

Certificate of Appropriateness & Permit to Demolish 
625 First Street & 504 Second Street 

January 18, 2022 
Revised March 7, 2022 

The Applicant requests approval of a Permit to Demolish and a Certificate of 
Appropriateness to allow limited demolition of and exterior alterations to the existing non-historic 
hotel building located at 625 First Street and 504 Second Street (the “Property”).   

The Property is located in the northwest quadrant of the intersection of First Street and N. 
Pitt Street in Old Town North, and is developed with a four-story hotel that was constructed in the 
mid-1970s.    The Property is located on the periphery of the Old and Historic Alexandria District 
(the “OHAD”).  While minimally visible from the George Washington Memorial Parkway, a 
portion of the building is located within the OHAD.    The eastern portion of the building, including 
the entire eastern façade facing North Pitt Street, is outside the OHAD. 

The Applicant is proposing to re-brand and renovate the existing hotel. The proposed 
renovations include the demolition of limited portions of the facades and certain building features, 
but the building itself will remain.  A number of exterior alterations are proposed to enhance the 
appearance of the building.  The proposed demolition and exterior alterations are described below, 
as more fully illustrated in the submitted materials: 

• Permit to Demolish – A limited amount of demolition is proposed in connection with
the exterior alterations. The existing shingle roof will be removed and replaced.  The
existing windows on the building will be removed and replaced, including the
storefront windows and entryways along First Street as well as the guest room windows
and associated mechanical unit vent covers on the upper three stories.  Limited portions
of the ground-floor masonry façade along First Street and N. Pitt Street will be
demolished and replaced with windows or doors.   The existing awnings above the
ground floor windows and entryways along First Street will be removed.

• Certificate of Appropriateness – The proposed renovation includes the following
exterior alterations to the building:

o The color of the existing brick façade will be altered through the application of
a grey brick stain.   The proposed brick staining technique has a number of
advantages over the more commonly applied technique of painting brick to alter
its color.  From an aesthetic standpoint, the staining technique will preserve the
underlying texture, porosity and character of the existing brick and mortar, as
opposed to paint which would cover the original brick with an impenetrable
membrane.  Staining is also preferable from a maintenance standpoint.  While
paint has a tendency to blister, peel or chip resulting in the need for frequent
maintenance, the proposed stain product does not.  The stain will be absorbed
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into the existing brick, maintaining its permeability, and resulting in a durable 
finish that requires virtually no maintenance.  The proposed staining is similar 
to a lime wash technique which has been applied to buildings in the OHAD. 
Accordingly, the proposed stain will change the color of the brick in a manner 
that preserves its original texture and character, while minimizing the need for 
future maintenance.   

The proposed grey color will integrate the brick façade with other proposed 
building materials which include a metal standing seam roof, metal window 
frames, and metal guardrails and trellis features.  The proposed brick color is 
compatible with existing buildings in the immediate vicinity of the Property, 
such as the mixed-use development directly across First Street that is 
characterized by a variety of colors, including grey elements such as brick 
detailing and window trim on the northern façade facing the hotel, and grey 
panel on the facades of the townhouse-style elements facing N. Pitt Street.  In 
addition, the proposed grey color is consistent with a number of brick buildings 
in the vicinity of the Property and in the OHAD that have been painted – not 
stained – a grey or similar dark color.  Nearby examples of such buildings 
include 818 N. St. Asaph Street and 1010 N. Fairfax Street.  Additionally, the 
building at 1301 King Street in the OHAD was recently painted grey. There are 
therefore several precedent examples of similar brick buildings in the vicinity 
and in the OHAD that have been altered to have a similar grey or dark color.   

While the proposed staining will not involve the application of paint, the 
proposed alteration is consistent with prior approvals in which the BAR has 
permitted the painting of non-historic brick buildings constructed in the late-
20th century, including 819 S. Lee Street and 101 Princess Street.  In addition 
to the examples of grey buildings referenced above, there are a number of other 
nearby examples of painted brick buildings in the immediate vicinity of the 
Property.  The freestanding residential building at 1011 N. Washington Street, 
which was constructed in the early 2000’s, is characterized by painted brick. 
The PNC Bank building at 825 N. Washington Street is also painted brick. 
Finally, the condominium buildings at the intersection of N. Washington Street 
and Montgomery Street were constructed with painted brick.  While the 
proposed staining technique provides the aesthetic and maintenance advantages 
described above, the alteration of the brick and use of color is consistent with 
prior approvals in the vicinity of the property and in the OHAD.  

o The existing shingled roof along First Street will be removed and replaced with
a metal standing seam roof.  The existing chimney-like rooftop features will
remain.

o The existing vehicular drop off area on First Street will be significantly reduced.
New outdoor areas with open-air trellis features and landscaping are proposed
at the southeast and southwest corners of the building, with landscaped planters
and lighting added along the frontage.
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o A new entrance canopy with lighting will be installed at the main building 

entrance on First Street.   
 

o All guest room windows throughout the building will be replaced with new like-
kind windows.  The condition of the existing windows has significantly 
deteriorated over the years, and the proposed windows will result in a 
significant aesthetic improvement.   While the proposed windows are similar to 
the existing windows, the Applicant has selected a single pane window system.  
The existing windows consist of two separately framed glass panes.  One pane 
is set in a fixed position, while the other pane is able to slide open and shut.  
While the two frames appear to be separate by a vertical mullion, this vertical 
piece is actually part of the frame for the sliding glass pane.  It therefore serves 
a utilitarian function and does not contribute to the design or aesthetic of the 
windows.  With the proposed renovations, the Applicant has selected single 
pane windows that do not have the capacity to open or shut.  The proposed 
single pane windows will be easier to maintain, and the lack of an opening 
function will result in greater energy efficiency for the hotel.  Additionally, 
current building code limits the extent to which hotel windows can open, and 
there is no practical reason for the proposed windows to have this capacity.  
Aside from this functional difference, the proposed windows are in all other 
respects highly similar to the existing windows, and will therefore maintain the 
general character of the facades.     

 
The Applicant’s proposal meets the criteria for Permits to Demolish set forth in Section 10-
105(B) of the Zoning Ordinance: 
 

1. 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? 
 
No.  The building was constructed in the mid 1970’s and is not considered a structure of 
architectural or historical interest.   
 

2. Is the building or structure of such interest that it could be made into an historic shrine? 
 
No.  The building was constructed in the mid 1970’s and could not be made into an historic 
shrine. 
 

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.  
 
No.  The design, texture and materials of the non-historic building could be reproduced 
today.  There are numerous examples in the City of large-scale buildings constructed in 
this time period that share a similar architectural style and were constructed with similar 
materials.  The Applicant’s proposed alterations will therefore not result in the loss of an 
uncommon or unique architectural character.  In addition, there is nothing unique or 
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uncommon about the red brick that was selected when the hotel was initially constructed. 
The relatively standard brick color and type could be easily obtained and reproduced 
today.  

4. Would retention of the building or structure help preserve the memorial character of the
George Washington Memorial Parkway?

The existing building will remain.  The limited portions of the facade to be demolished are
not visible 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?

N/A.  The existing building will remain.

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?

N/A.  The existing building will remain.

7. In the instance of a building or structure owned by the City or the redevelopment and
housing authority, such building or structure having been acquired pursuant to a duly
approved urban renewal (redevelopment) plan, would retention of the building or structure
promote the general welfare in view of the needs of the City for an urban renewal
(redevelopment) project?

N/A.  The building is not owned by the City or the redevelopment and housing authority.

The Applicant’s proposal addresses the standards for Certificates of Appropriateness set forth in 
Section 10-105(A)(2) of the Zoning Ordinance:   

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

The proposed exterior alterations are aesthetic modifications that will have no impact on
the height, mass or scale of the existing building.  The overall design, form, style and
structure of the building will remain unchanged.  While the proposed staining will alter
the color of the existing brick and mortar, the technique will preserve the texture and
character of the original materials.

b. Architectural details including, but not limited to, original materials and methods of
construction, the pattern, design and style of fenestration, ornamentation, lighting, signage
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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 
historic materials) are retained. 

The proposed alterations to the non-historic building constructed in the late-20th century 
are appropriate given the previous materials and methods of construction.  The proposed 
window patterns, lighting, and architectural details of the proposed alterations are 
compatible with the character of the existing building and with the character of 
development in the surrounding area, the majority of which is located outside the OHAD 
boundaries.  As discussed in detail above, the proposed alteration of the brick color 
through staining has a significant advantage over the typical painting technique in that it 
will preserve the porosity, texture, and character of the existing brick and mortar.  In 
addition, the staining technique results in significantly greater durability and virtually 
eliminates the need for future maintenance.  The alterations will largely retain the original 
qualities and character of the existing building, and will enhance the building through 
replacement of the aging roof and windows, introduction of new lighting, and the activation 
of the streetscape along First Street.   

c. Design and arrangement of buildings and structures on the site; and the impact upon the
historic setting, streetscape or environs;

No changes are proposed to the arrangement of buildings and structures on the Property.

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;

The proposed brick color, metal panel and standing seam roof, and other proposed
building materials are appropriate given the contemporary character of the existing 20th

century structure, and are compatible with adjacent existing structures which include the
recently completed mixed-use development directly across First Street to the south and an
office building to the southwest constructed in the late 1980s.  As discussed above, there
are several examples of brick buildings in the vicinity of the Property and in the OHAD
that have been altered with a similar grey color.  The recently constructed building located
directly across First Street from the property includes grey brick detailing. While the
proposed staining technique is distinct from painting, a number of painted brick buildings
have been approved on parcels in the OHAD in the vicinity of the property.  The proposed
alteration of the brick color is therefore appropriate given the context of the surrounding
area.  Finally, the proposed trellis, canopy, and other elements at the ground level on First
Street will complement the retail frontage of the mixed-use building to the south.

e. The relation of the features in 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;
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The proposed features and exterior alterations will enhance the quality and appearance of 
the existing non-historic building, while preserving its overall character. The proposed 
brick stain will preserve the texture and quality of the existing brick and mortar, for the 
reasons identified above.  The use of colored brick is also compatible with structures in the 
immediate surroundings, including the mixed-use development directly across First Street, 
the Liberty Row condominium buildings along Washington Street, and multiple other 
buildings throughout Old Town North. The proposed like-kind window replacement will 
result in a significant improvement over the deteriorated condition of the existing windows. 

f. The extent to which the building or structure would be harmonious with or incongruous to
the old and historic aspect of the George Washington Memorial Parkway;

The existing building is minimally visible from the George Washington Memorial Parkway,
and only has frontage on First Street and N. Pitt Street.  The proposed exterior alterations
will not adversely impact the old and historic aspect of the Parkway.

g. The extent to which the building or structure will preserve or protect historic places and
areas of historic interest in the city;

The Property is not a historic place or an area of particular historic interest.

h. The extent to which the building or structure will preserve the memorial character of the
George Washington Memorial Parkway;

The existing building is minimally visible from the George Washington Memorial Parkway
and only has frontage on First Street and N. Pitt Street.  The proposed exterior alterations
will not adversely the memorial character of the Parkway.

i. The extent to which the building or structure will promote the general welfare of the city
and all citizens by the preservation and protection of historic interest in the city and the
memorial character of the George Washington Memorial Parkway;

The existing building is non-historic and minimally visible from the George Washington
Memorial Parkway, as noted above.

j. The extent to which such preservation and protection will 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.

The Applicant’s proposed renovation and enhancement of the existing hotel will increase
the value of the Property, create new jobs, and generate additional economic activity in
the neighborhood by attracting tourist and hotel patrons to the area.  The exterior
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alterations represent improvements to the existing façades that will result in a more 
attractive and aesthetically pleasing appearance.   

The Applicant’s proposal is consistent with the Zoning Ordinance standards and criteria applicable 
to Permits to Demolish and Certificates of Appropriateness.   Approval of the submitted requests 
will enable the Applicant to enhance the appearance of the existing building in a manner that is 
compatible with the pattern of development in the surrounding area, and generate new activity and 
architectural interest in Old Town North. 
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OWNERSHIP AND DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
Use additional sheets if necessary

1. Applicant. State the name, address and percent of ownership of any person or entity owning
an interest in the applicant,  unless  the  entity  is  a  corporation  or  partnership,  in   which
case identify each owner of more than three percent. The term  ownership  interest  shall
include any legal or equitable interest held at the time of the application in the real property
which is the subject of the application.

Name Address Percent of Ownership
1.

2.

3.

2. Property. State the name, address and percent of ownership of any person or entityowning
an interest in the property located at (address), unless the
entity is a corporation or partnership, in which case identify each owner of more than three
percent. The term ownership interest shall include any legal or equitable interest held at the
time of the application in the real property which is the subject of the application.

Name Address Percent of Ownership
1.

2.

3.

3. Business or Financial Relationships. Each person or entity listed above (1 and 2), with an
ownership interest in the applicant or in the subject property is required to disclose any
business or financial relationship, as defined by Section 11-350 of the Zoning Ordinance,
existing at the time of this application, or within the12-month period prior to the submission of
this application with any member of the Alexandria City Council, Planning Commission, Boardof
Zoning Appeals or either Boards of Architectural Review.

Name of person or entity Relationship as defined by
Section 11-350 of the 

Zoning Ordinance

Member of the Approving
Body (i.e. City Council, 

Planning Commission, etc.)
1.

2.

3.

NOTE: Business or financial relationships of the type described in Sec. 11-350 that arise 
after the filing of this application and before each public hearing must be disclosed prior 
to the public hearings.

As the applicant or the applicant’s authorized agent, I hereby attest to the best of my ability that 
the information provided above is true and correct.

Date Printed Name Signature

c/o Electra America Hospitality Group LLC See attached ownership breakdown

1331 South Killian Drive, Suite A Lake Park, FL 33403

625 First Street & 510 Second Street

c/o Electra America Hospitality Group LLC See attached ownership breakdown

1331 South Killian Drive, Suite A Lake Park, FL 33403

None None
None None

1/18/22 M. Catharine Puskar, Attorney/Agent

EAHG Alexandria LP

EAHG Alexandria LP

EAHG Alexandria LP
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	On a motion by Ms. Roberts, and seconded by Ms. Sennott, the Board of Architectural Review voted to approve BAR #2021-00471, as submitted. The motion carried on a vote of 5-0.
	On a motion by Ms. Roberts, and seconded by Ms. Sennott, the Board of Architectural Review accepted the request for deferral of BAR #2021-00470. The motion carried on a vote of 5-0.
	CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
	None.
	REASON
	The Board wanted to see a sample of the proposed color on the hotel and more details on the proposed window and supported the applicant’s request for deferral.  They approved the applicant’s request for a Permit to Demolish.
	Bob Brant, attorney, presented the project and answered questions.
	Gail Rothrock, 209 Duke Street and HARC, stated that HARC members were opposed to painting the brick and said it was discouraged in the design guidelines.  She also said there were maintenance concerns.
	Carol Black, Alexandria resident, said that brick buildings in the historic district shouldn’t be painted.
	Steve Milone, 907 Prince Street and OTCA, said that the building had architectural merit and painting brick causes maintenance issues.



