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I. ISSUE 

Cellco Partnership dba Verizon Wireless is appealing the denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness 
by the Board of Architectural Review on a Dominion Energy replacement wood pole near the 
parcel at 215 North Patrick Street. Staff had recommended approval of the Certificate of 
Appropriateness (BAR2020-00553) as submitted as staff does not believe that the proposed small 
cell facility and equipment will obstruct the viewshed of any landmark property or detract from 
the vacant parcel at 215 North Patrick Street or any other adjacent property. Further, the 
replacement pole and small cell facility are replacing an existing pole. All legal noticing 
requirements were followed. 
 
The Certificate of Appropriateness (BAR2020-00553) was first deferred from the January 6, 2021 
docket at the request of the applicant. On January 21, 2021, the Board of Architectural Review 
(BAR) deferred the item for restudy as members of the public had submitted letters of concern 
about the pole location. The BAR felt that a new standalone pole would be a better solution for 
this location and asked Cellco Partnership dba Verizon Wireless to study the feasibility of the 
standalone alternative. After the study, Cellco Partnership dba Verizon Wireless determined that 
a standalone pole would not be feasible at this location and asked the BAR to reconsider the 
application as presented on January 21, 2021 at the February 17, 2021 hearing. On February 17, 
the item was DENIED by the BAR.  
 
The appeal, filed by Joshua Schakola on the behalf of the applicant, Cellco Partnership dba Verizon 
Wireless, states that “The denial was based on the replacement or relocation of a utility structure 
in the public right of way which is not a contributing element of the historic district and is not in 
the scope of the application for a small cell facility on a utility structure in the right of way. The 
replacement or relocation of the utility structure is not under the authority of the BAR. The denial 
also makes reference to the historical significance of a property and vacant lot which are not on a 
registry or an eligible list. The denial also references concern over noticing requirements as set 
forth by the Ordinance which were followed as written for this application of a Certificate of 
Appropriateness.”  The staff report and minutes are attached for reference. 
 
II. HISTORY 
 
The proposed facility would be added to an existing pole located a few feet north of a curb cut 
between 211 and 215 North Patrick streets.  Although currently a vacant lot, the 1891 Sanborn 
Fire Insurance map depicts a two-story brick house at 215 North Patrick Street attached to a 
matching house at 217 North Patrick Street. Both houses were demolished by circa 1980. The 
adjacent property at 211 North Patrick Street was built in the 1870s.  
 
III. DISCUSSION 
 
As discussed in the attached staff report, Federal and State legislation has been enacted to 
streamline the local approval process for and limit local authority over cellular facilities. The City 
has adopted Interim Wireless Facility Aesthetic Guidelines for wireless infrastructure throughout 
the City which outline specific guidelines related to the replacement of existing utility poles. Many 
of the wireless carriers are working with Dominion Energy to deploy their facilities on replacement 
utility poles in the City right-of-way.  Dominion’s safety guidelines require that the existing poles 
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be replaced with taller poles so that there is adequate separation between the utilities and the new 
cellular equipment.     
 
In June of 2019, the Board implemented a policy for administrative approval of wireless facilities, 
but rescinded that policy at the April 22, 2020 hearing to allow more time to consider small cell 
facility applications. The Board now reviews each small cell case at a full hearing. Board and staff 
have approved approximately 38 cases since January 1, 2019. Staff returned to the Board with an 
updated administrative approval policy for small cell cases at the April 21, 2021 hearing, but the 
Board moved to table the policy until the September 1, 2021 hearing. 
 
Certificate of Appropriateness 
 
A Certificate of Appropriateness is required in the historic district under Section 10-203(A) of the 
Zoning Ordinance, which states that “No building or structure shall be erected, reconstructed, 
altered or restored within the Parker-Gray District unless and until an application for a certificate 
of appropriateness shall have been approved.”  
 
Utility poles, overhead wires, street signs, and street lights are an existing and prevalent part of the 
urban streetscape, including within the City’s historic districts. The BAR does not have purview 
over the Dominion Energy pole itself as it is an in-kind “like for like” replacement; nonetheless, 
the new small cell facility equipment to be added onto the replacement pole is considered a new 
element and therefore subject to BAR review and subject to the standards in Zoning Ordinance 
Section 10-203(A).  
 
In considering a Certificate of Appropriateness, the Board, and City Council on appeal, shall 
consider the following criteria set forth in Zoning Ordinance Section 10-205(A) and set out in bold 
below. It should be noted that the City Council’s consideration of the Zoning Ordinance criteria 
on appeal is independent of the Board’s decision. While City Council may review and consider 
the Board’s previous action, City Council will separately make its own decision based on an 
evaluation of the previously submitted material and any new material presented at the hearing.  
 
To make a decision related to a Certificate of Appropriateness, Zoning Ordinance Section 10-
205(A)(1) requires that the City Council “shall limit its review to exterior features  
subject to public view and shall determine the compatibility of proposed construction, 
reconstruction, alteration, restoration of buildings or structures within the Parker-Gray District 
based upon compatibility with other buildings or structures on the same block face, the block face 
across the public street, or the immediate surrounding area within the district.” Staff analysis of 
each the Zoning Ordinance criteria follows below.  

The Board of Architectural Review, or the City Council on appeal, shall consider the following 
in passing upon the appropriateness of proposals within the Parker-Gray District:  

Height of the roofline along the street or public way 

The proposed replacement pole and small cell facility will be 46’9” in height, the replacement pole 
comprising 39’2” of that.  This will replace an existing pole that is 34’5” in height.  Most buildings 
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on the 200 block of North Patrick Street are two-stories with an average height of 25 feet (Figure 
2).  Since an average person’s height is 6’-0” and the average building height in the block is 25’, 
the small cell will not obstruct the viewshed of the 211 North Patrick Street property or any 
building in that block (Figure 3).   

Scale and mass of the building on the site  

The replacement pole and small cell facility will not significantly increase the height of what 
already exists at that location. 

Placement of the building on the site  

The placement of the small cell facility is atop an already existing utility pole in the public right-
of-way and is not out of character with already existing utility poles that are predominant 
throughout the district.  

Material, texture and color 

The small cell equipment will be painted to match the color of the utility pole to comply with the 
Interim Wireless Facility Aesthetic Guidelines.  

Architectural style where there is a predominant style on the block face  

Utility poles, overhead wires, street signs, and light poles are an existing and prevalent part of 
the urban streetscape including within the Parker-Gray Historic District. 

Architectural details, including signs, subject to public view from the public street or 
public way  

The Board has approved identical small cell facilities throughout the historic districts through the 
franchise agreement between the City of Alexandria and Cellco Partnership dba Verizon 
Wireless dated December 8, 2020. The design details are therefore consistent with precedent and 
appropriate for the district.   

Architectural classification based on age of building or structure  

Not applicable 

Hierarchy of building elevation based on the location of the new construction on the front 
(street facing), side (non-street facing) or rear elevation  

Not applicable 
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Figure 1- closeup of subject pole location 
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Figure 2 – street view looking south 

SUBJECT POLE 
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Figure 3- small cell view simulation 

Staff recommended approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness (BAR2020-00553) as 
submitted.  Staff does not believe that the proposed small cell facility and equipment will obstruct 
the viewshed of any landmark property or detract from the vacant parcel at 215 North Patrick 
Street or any other adjacent property.  Further, the replacement pole and small cell facility are 
replacing an existing pole.  For these reasons and those set out above, staff finds that the application 
complies with the certificate of appropriateness criteria. 
 
IV. BOARD ACTION 

 
BOARD ACTION: Denied 
On a motion by Mr. Adams, and seconded by Ms. Neihardt, the Board of Architectural 
Review voted to deny BAR #2020-00553. The motion carried on a vote of 4-3. Ms. 
Roberts, Ms. Irwin, and Mr. Spencer opposed the motion.   
 

Small cell facility 
Subjected to BAR 
review 

Replacement 
pole, not 
subjected to BAR 
review  

211 North Patrick 
Street 
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REASON 
The Board felt that due to the existing pole’s proximity to the 215 North Patrick Street 
property line and the uncertainty of the exact location of the replacement pole, which 
has a two feet leeway to the north or south of the existing pole, the proposed pole could 
possibly end up in front of a historically significant property (211 North Patrick Street) 
or detract from a possible future structure at 215 North Patrick Street. The Board noted 
that the application is not clear and raised concerns about the potential negative visual 
effect of the replacement pole and the small cell facility on the significant historic 
property. They also expressed concern about the noticing requirements; if the 
replacement pole is placed to the south of the existing, it will be directly across the 
property at 214 North Patrick Street which was not notified about the project but would 
be affected by it in that location.  
 
SPEAKERS  
Mr. Joshua Schakola, representing Cellco Partnership dba Verizon Wireless, was 
available to answer questions. 
 
Mr. Robert Meyers, resident at 311 Alabama Avenue and owner of the property at 222 
North Patrick Street, brought up the issue of noticing requirements since he had not 
received any notification for the proposed project and if the pole replacement were to 
be placed in a different location, he would never know. He also stated that the 12’-3” 
height increase plus the height of the antenna, 5’-6” will have a significant visual 
impact, not only on the property at 215 North Patrick, but on the entire block. 
 
Mr. Jamahl Bracey, property owner and resident at 214 North Patrick, also had 
concerns about the noticing, claiming the subject pole is directly aligned with his 
doorstep from which he believes the application’s pictures were taken. He feels that 
he and other neighbors who were not notified will be directly affected by this project. 
Mr. Bracey said that he is not comfortable with only verbal discussions about the final 
location of the replacement pole; he thinks that the uncertainty of the final location 
concerns the residents who will have to live with the small cell in front of their property 
for a long time. 
 
Mr. Craig Miller, resident and co-owner of the properties 211, 215, and 217 North 
Patrick Street, stated that there is no 213 North Patrick Street, and that he feels that the 
proposed project will negatively impact his historic property at 211 North Patrick 
Street where he resides. He added that the proposed small cell facility will be the tallest 
approved in the historic district being 13 feet taller than the historic property which 
violates Article X, Sections (a),(g) and (h) of the City’s Zoning Ordinance and 
therefore must be denied by the BAR. Mr. Miller also clarified that the original site 
for this facility was at the corner of Cameron and Patrick streets. This location was 
denied by Dominion and therefore 215 North Patrick is not the preferred location for 
the location of the small cell facility. Mr. Craig also stated that BAR2009-00295 
established precedent in referencing the grandness of the property at 211 North Patrick 
Street and its unique roofline and architecture. He gave a brief summary of the cultural 
significance of the property saying that the property at 211 North Patrick was the 
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residence of the first African American doctor in Alexandria who lived at the location 
from 1943 until he passed away in 1985.  
 
Ms. Lisa Brock, co-owner of the properties at 211, 215, 215A, and 217 North Patrick 
Street, stated that she was very concerned with the discrepancies and incomplete 
information in the application. It omits existing trees that will be affected by the pole 
replacement, the actual height of the replacement pole seems to be much taller than 
the 10-foot increase stated in the application, and the actual location of the pole is 
different on the architectural drawings. She also had concerns about the incomplete 
information on the utility standards which are not clear. She opposed the project and 
asked the Board to deny or defer the project. 
 
Mr. Chris Kuhman, resident at 205 North Patrick Street, had concerns about the 
structural soundness of the new replacement pole, as the street is prone to accidents 
and he is concerned that an unsound structure can potentially cause damage to nearby 
residences in case of an accident. 
 
Mr. Steven Burke, resident at 1007 Cameron Street, stated that his property’s rear will 
be affected by this project and he has concerns about the height of the new pole which 
will establish a new standard that can be increased through the time. He finds that the 
height of the replacement pole is not appropriate for the historic districts. 
 
DISCUSSION 
Ms. Roberts clarified that the project was properly noticed as per the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance requirements. Ms. Roberts also stated that the same application was heard 
at the January 21 hearing and was deferred for restudy to check the possibility of 
another pole for the small cell facility or a freestanding pole instead. After listening to 
the public speakers, Ms. Roberts clarified that the 13 feet height increase for this 
project includes the small cell facility and does not exceeds the height limitation of 50 
feet, which was confirmed by Mr. Conkey.  
 
Mr. Schakola explained the results of the restudy, clarifying that a standalone pole at 
the location is not possible due to overhead wires that zig-zag across the street not 
allowing the necessary safety and signal transmission requirement for horizontal and 
vertical clearance (10’ and 4’-5’ respectively). He also stated that the only possible 
location that would comply with this requirement is the northwestern corner of North 
Patrick Street, but the location has underground obstructions which makes the 
standalone pole installation not feasible. 
 
Ms. Sennott had questions about the importance of this block to the network overall 
plan, and also about the discrepancy on the maps showing the location of the pole since 
seemed to her that in the application’s picture, the replacement pole is clearly to the 
south of the property line and in front of 211 North Patrick driveway. Mr. Schakola 
clarified that if the location is not approved, it might signify a gap in the intended 
service for the area. This particular location is also a capacity site which alleviates 
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overburdened small cell facilities nearby, where the demand for service is intensified 
especially now that more people are working from home due to COVID-19. 
 
Mr. Adams stated that even though the proposed small cell facility will be on a pole 
in front of a vacant lot, the lot could be developed in the future and his recollection 
was that the Board had already discussed that such facilities should not be located in 
front of any property but in between properties, so that no house will have an antenna 
in front of its window or front door. He would like staff to consider all the possible 
locations including the corner of Cameron or Princess which was previously selected 
as a possible site for this small cell facility. Mr. Adams also brought up that the 
replacement pole can be placed to the north of the existing and therefore will be in 
front of a future building or to the south that will be right in front of the historic 
property (211 North Patrick Street) driveway and not an alley as stated in the 
application. 
 
Ms. Irwin questioned if the guidelines address trees that are in private properties as 
well, since the pole replacement could be one or two feet to the north of the location 
of the existing pole and could affect the existing mature trees in the vacant lot. She 
also inquired about the possibility to require that the replacement pole be relocated in 
the south direction instead. Mr. Schakola answered that the location of the replacement 
pole is up to Dominion and T&ES standards since there are other factors to be 
considered. Ms. Irwin also clarified to the public speakers who had concerns about the 
notice requirements, that the Board is restricted to comply with the Zoning Ordinance 
and that a recommendation to the City Council can be written requesting modifications 
to these requirements for larger projects. 
 
Mr. Sprinkle added that the noticing issue is relevant since Dominion has a leeway to 
replace this pole south of the projecting property line which will directly affect the 
property right across the street that was not noticed, in this case 214 North Patrick 
Street. He also stated that the staff report should consider all properties that will have 
its viewshed affected by the project and not only the property directly across from it. 
Ms. Roberts concurred and suggested that staff should include in the staff report the 
location of significant historic properties at least in a 50’ radius of the proposed small 
cell location. 

 
V.       STANDARD OF REVIEW ON APPEAL TO CITY COUNCIL 
 
Upon appeal, City Council must determine whether to affirm, reverse or modify, in whole or in 
part, the decision of the BAR.  The City Council’s review is not a determination regarding 
whether the BAR’s decision was correct or incorrect but whether the Certificate of 
Appropriateness should be granted based upon City Council’s review of the standards in Zoning 
Ordinance Section 10-203(A).  While City Council may review and consider the BAR’s previous 
actions, City Council must make its own decision based on its evaluation of the material 
presented.  Section 10-207(A)(3) of the Zoning Ordinance requires that the City Council apply 
the same criteria and standards as are established for the Board of Architectural Review.  
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VI.       RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that City Council reverse the decision of the Board for denial of the Certificate 
of Appropriateness.  

STAFF 
Karl Moritz, Director, Department of Planning & Zoning 
Tony LaColla, AICP, Land Use Services Division Chief, Planning & Zoning 
Bill Conkey, AIA, Historic Preservation Planner, Planning & Zoning 
Marina Novaes, Historic Preservation Planner, Planning & Zoning 
Susan Hellman, Historic Preservation Planner, Planning & Zoning 
Stephanie Sample, Historic Preservation Planner, Planning & Zoning 
Christina Zechman Brown, Deputy City Attorney  
 
VII.       ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment 1: Appeal letter filed with City Clerk (March 3, 2021) 
Attachment 2: February 17, 2021 BAR #2020-00553 staff report and minutes 
Attachment 3: Interim Wireless Facility Aesthetic Guidelines 
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RECORD OF APPEAL 

FROM A DECISION OF THE BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 

Date Appeal Filed With City Clerk:  __________________________ 

B.A.R. Case #:  ______________________________________ 

Address of Project:  ______________________________________ 

Appellant is: (Check One) 

B.A.R. Applicant 

Other party.  State Relationship ______________________________ 

Address of Appellant: ________________________________ 

________________________________

Telephone Number: ________________________________

State Basis of Appeal: _________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________
Attach additional sheets, if necessary 

A Board of Architectural Review decision may be appealed to City Council either by the B.A.R. applicant 
or by 25 or more owners of real estate within the affected district who oppose the decision of the Board of 
Architectural Review.  Sample petition on rear. 

All appeals must be filed with the City Clerk on or before 14 days after the decision of the B.A.R. 

All appeals require a $200.00 filing fee. 

If an appeal is filed, the decision of the Board of Architectural Review is stayed pending the City Council 
decision on the matter.  The decision of City Council is final subject to the provisions of Sections 10-107, 
10-207 or 10-309 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

__________________________________________________
Signature of the Appellant 

g

____________________
re of the Appellant

03/03/2021
BAR2020-00553
Right-of-way adjacent to 215 N Patrick St

✔

Joshua Schakola on behalf of

Cellco Partnership dba Verizon Wireless

(443) 741-4810
The denial is based on the replacement or relocation of a utility structure in the public

right of way which is not a contributing element of the historic district and is not in the scope of this application

for a small cell facility on a utility structure in the right of way. The replacment or relocation of the utility structure

is not under the authority of the BAR.  The denial also makes reference to the historical signifigance of a property and vacant

lot which are not on a registry or an eligible list.  The denial also references concern over noticing requirements

as set forth by the Ordinance which were followed as written for this Application of a Certificate of Appropriateness.

1

13



Docket #7 
BAR #2020-00553

Parker-Gray District
February 17, 2021 

ISSUE:  Certificate of Appropriateness for alterations (small cell facility) 

APPLICANT: Cello Partnership dba Verizon Wireless

LOCATION:  Parker-Gray District   
Dominion Energy utility pole near 215 North Patrick Street

ZONE:   RB/Residential Townhouse Zone  
_____________________________________________________________________________
BOARD ACTION: Denied
On a motion by Mr. Adams, and seconded by Ms. Neihardt, the Board of Architectural Review 
voted to deny BAR #2020-00553. The motion carried on a vote of 4-3. Ms. Roberts, Ms. Irwin, 
and Mr. Spencer opposed the motion. 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
N/A

REASON
The Board felt that due to the existing pole’s proximity to the 215 North Patrick Street property 
line and the uncertainty of the exact location of the replacement pole, which has a two feet leeway 
to the north or south of the existing pole, the proposed pole could possibly end up in front of a 
historically significant property (211 North Patrick Street) or detract from a possible future 
structure at 215 North Patrick Street. The Board noted that the application is not clear and raised 
concerns about the potential negative visual effect of the replacement pole and the small cell 
facility on the significant historic property. They also expressed concern about the noticing 
requirements; if the replacement pole is placed to the south of the existing, it will be directly across 
the property at 214 North Patrick Street which was not notified about the project but would be 
affected by it in that location. 

SPEAKERS
Mr. Joshua Schakola, representing Cellco Partnership dba Verizon Wireless, was available to 
answer questions. 

Mr. Robert Meyers, resident at 311 Alabama Avenue and owner of the property at 222 North 
Patrick Street, brought up the issue of noticing requirements since he had not received any 
notification for the proposed project and if the pole replacement were to be placed in a different
location, he would never know. He also stated that the 12’-3” height increase plus the height of
the antenna, 5’-6” will have a significant visual impact, not only on the property at 215 North 
Patrick, but on the entire block. 

Mr. Jamahl Bracey, property owner and resident at 214 North Patrick, also had concerns about the
noticing, claiming the subject pole is directly aligned with his doorstep from which he believes the
application’s pictures were taken. He feels that he and other neighbors who were not notified will 
be directly affected by this project. Mr. Bracey said that he is not comfortable with only verbal 
discussions about the final location of the replacement pole; he thinks that the uncertainty of the

Attachment 2
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final location concerns the residents who will have to live with the small cell in front of their
property for a long time. 

Mr. Craig Miller, resident and co-owner of the properties 211, 215, and 217 North Patrick Street, 
stated that there is no 213 North Patrick Street, and that he feels that the proposed project will
negatively impact his historic property at 211 North Patrick Street where he resides. He added that
the proposed small cell facility will be the tallest approved in the historic district being 13 feet
taller than the historic property which violates Article X, Sections (a),(g) and (h) of the City’s
Zoning Ordinance and therefore must be denied by the BAR. Mr. Miller also clarified that the
original site for this facility was at the corner of Cameron and Princess streets. This location was
denied by Dominion and therefore 215 North Patrick is not the preferred location for the location
of the small cell facility. Mr. Craig also stated that BAR2009-00295 established precedent in 
referencing the grandness of the property at 211 North Patrick Street and its unique roofline and 
architecture. He gave a brief summary of the cultural significance of the property saying that the 
property at 211 North Patrick was the residence of the first African American doctor in Alexandria
who lived at the location from 1943 until he passed away in 1985. 

Ms. Lisa Brock, co-owner of the properties at 211, 215 and 217A North Patrick Street, stated that 
she was very concerned with the discrepancies and incomplete information in the application. It 
omits existing trees that will be affected by the pole replacement, the actual height of the 
replacement pole seems to be much taller than the 10 foot increase stated in the application, and
the actual location of the pole is different on the architectural drawings. She also had concerns
about the incomplete information on the utility standards which are not clear. She opposed the 
project and asked the Board to deny or defer the project. 

Mr. Chris Kuhman, resident at 205 North Patrick Street, had concerns about the structural 
soundness of the new replacement pole, as the street is prone to accidents and he is concerned that
a non-sound structure can potentially cause damage to nearby residences in case of an accident.

Mr. Steven Burke, resident at 1007 Cameron Street, stated that his property’s rear will be affected
by this project and he has concerns about the height of the new pole which will establish a new 
standard that can be increased through the time. He finds that the height of the replacement pole  
is not appropriate for the historic districts.

DISCUSSION
Ms. Roberts clarified that the project was properly noticed as per the City’s Zoning Ordinance 
requirements. Ms. Roberts also stated that the same application was heard at the January 21 hearing
and was deferred for restudy to check the possibility of another pole for the small cell facility or a
freestanding pole instead. After listening to the public speakers, Ms. Roberts clarified that the 13
feet height increase for this project includes the small cell facility and does not exceeds the height
limitation of 50 feet, which was confirmed by Mr. Conkey. 

Mr. Schakola explained the results of the restudy, clarifying that a standalone pole at the location 
is not possible due to overhead wires that zig-zag across the street not allowing the necessary safety
and signal transmission requirement for horizontal and vertical clearance (10’ and 4’-5’
respectively). He also stated that the only possible location that would comply with this
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requirement is the northwestern corner of North Patrick Street, but the location has underground 
obstructions which makes the standalone pole installation not feasible. 

Ms. Sennett had questions about the importance of this block to the network overall plan, and also
about the discrepancy on the maps showing the location of the pole since seemed to her that in the
application’s picture, the replacement pole is clearly to the south of the property line and in front
of 211 North Patrick driveway. Mr Schakola clarified that if the location is not approved, it might
signify a gap in the intended service for the area. This particular location is also a capacity site
which alleviates overburdened small cell facilities nearby, where the demand for service is
intensified especially now that more people are working from home due to COVID-19. 

Mr. Adams stated that even though the proposed small cell facility will be on a pole in front of a 
vacant lot, the lot could be developed in the future and his recollection was that the Board had 
already discussed that such facilities should not be located in front of any property but in between
properties, so that no house will have an antenna in front of its window or front door. He would 
like staff to consider all the possible locations including the corner of Cameron and Princess which
was previously selected as a possible site for this small cell facility. Mr. Adams also brought up
that the replacement pole can be placed to the north of the existing and therefore will be in front 
of a future building or to the south that will be right in front of the historic property (211 North 
Patrick Street) driveway and not an alley as stated in the application.

Ms. Irwin questioned if the guidelines address trees that are in private properties as well, since the
pole replacement could be one or two feet to the north of the location of the existing pole and could
affect the existing mature trees in the vacant lot. She also inquired about the possibility to require
that the replacement pole be relocated in the south direction instead. Mr. Schakola answered that 
the location of the replacement pole is up to Dominion and T&ES standards since there are other 
factors to be considered. Ms. Irwin also clarified to the public speakers who had concerns about 
the notice requirements, that the Board is restricted to comply with the Zoning Ordinance and that
a recommendation to the City Council can be written requesting modifications to these 
requirements for larger projects.

Mr. Sprinkle added that the noticing issue is relevant since Dominion has a leeway to replace this
pole south of the projecting property line which will directly affect the property right across the
street that was not noticed, in this case 214 North Patrick Street. He also stated that the staff report 
should consider all properties that will have its viewshed affected by the project and not only the
property directly across from it. Ms. Roberts concurred and suggested that staff should include in
the staff report the location of significant historic properties at least in a 50’ radius of the proposed
small cell location.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness, as submitted.
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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 application was deferred from the January 6, 2021 hearing by the applicant’s request and then,
again, deferred from January 21, 2021 for further study. The BAR requested the applicant to study 
the availability of a standalone pole at this location.

I. APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL

The applicant is requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness to replace the existing wood utility 
pole in the right-of-way near the property at 215 North Patrick Street with a taller wood pole on 
top of which a triple band 5G small cell facility and a 4G antenna will be installed along with the 
associated equipment which will be mounted to the pole.  The new pole will be installed adjacent 
to the existing pole that will be removed once the existing utilities been moved to the new one.  

Certificate of Appropriateness 

Replace the existing 34’-5” tall wood utility pole with a new 39’-2” wood utility pole 
Install a triple band Nokia AirScale AEUB 5G small cell antenna facility on top of the new 
utility pole, the overall height of the equipment is 3’-8”. The antennas will be shrouded in 
color to match the pole 
Install a JMA CXI60MI236 -1C 4G antenna on top of the 5G facility, the 1’-2” diameter 
antenna is 3’-5” tall
Install a prop Verizon wireless Charles SHRD60 cabinet 10’-0” above grade and required 
cabling to be bracket mounted to the pole 
Install a prop Verizon wireless lockable load center panel on the pole at 6’-0” from grade 
and required cabling 
Install a prop Verizon wireless meter box on the pole at 4’-5” from grade and required 
cabling 
Relocate the existing overhead lines and existing light fixture from the old pole to the new 
pole 
Remove the existing pole 

Site context

The parcel at 215 North Patrick Street is a vacant lot in the middle of the east side of the 200 block 
of North Patrick Street.

II. HISTORY

Not applicable. 

III. ANALYSIS

To address the growing demand for wireless services across the United States, telecommunication 
providers are increasing the capacity of their networks by deploying small cell antennas within the 
public right-of-way to reduce the data traffic load on roof-mounted equipment and larger cell 
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towers.  Small cell facilities are low-powered antennas that provide wireless service coverage to a 
limited geographic area (often with ranges of a few hundred feet) and are used to supplement and 
expand the coverage provided by the traditional, larger-scale network.

In the past three years, Federal and State legislation has been enacted to further streamline the local 
approval process for cellular facilities, shortening the approval time and limiting jurisdictions’ 
authority.  The laws can be contradictory between federal and state in some instances but do 
recognize that additional guidelines may be necessary in historic districts.

The City has adopted Interim Wireless Facility Aesthetic Guidelines for wireless infrastructure 
throughout the City which outline specific guidelines related to the replacement of existing utility 
poles, including:  

pole height may not increase more than 10 feet and may not exceed 50 feet without a special 
use permit
replacement poles must be in the same general location as the existing pole
replacement poles may not cause the removal of an existing tree or cause damaging impacts 
to trees located in the right-of-way 
wireless facilities must be shrouded, enclosing wires and equipment, and no separate 
ground mounted equipment is permitted 
wireless facilities must be painted to match the infrastructure

Many of the wireless carriers are working with Dominion Energy to deploy their facilities on 
replacement utility poles in the City right-of-way.  Dominion’s safety guidelines require that the 
existing poles be replaced with taller poles so that there is adequate separation between the utilities 
and the new cellular equipment.  The wood poles come in 10-foot increments but must be buried 
deeper in the ground, so the net increase in height will be less.  

A Certificate of Appropriateness is required in the historic districts under Section 10-203(A) of 
the Zoning Ordinance, which state that “No building or structure shall be erected, reconstructed, 
altered or restored within the Parker-Gray District unless and until an application for a certificate 
of appropriateness shall have been approved…”   

The overall height of the new pole including the small cell facility is 46’-9”. The antennas and 
equipment volumes are 5.48 CU FT and 12.28 CU FT respectively. BAR staff has no objection to 
the taller wood pole or the installation of the small cell facility in this location and finds that 
painting the equipment the same color as the pole will make them less obvious.  The existence of 
utility poles and overhead wires, street signs, and light poles are part of the urban streetscape, and 
staff does not believe that the installation of the taller pole with the small cell equipment will 
adversely impact existing viewsheds.

According to the study submitted by the applicant’s representative, a standalone pole at this 
location is not feasible. The study shows that the east side of North Patrick Street has poles with 
overhead wires the entire length of the block which would be obstructed by the standalone pole
therefore, not recommended by the engineers. The west side of North Patrick Street has too many 
trees, most mature, which would obstruct the wireless signal and the City requires that replacement 
poles be not located in a manner that requires the removal of an existing tree or impacts of root 
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zone. Furthermore, there are gas lines and drainage systems underground which also prevents the 
installation of a new standalone pole. 

Therefore, staff recommends approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness as submitted.

STAFF
Marina Novaes, Historic Preservation Planner, Planning & Zoning
Tony LaColla, AICP, Land Use Services Division Chief, Planning & Zoning 

IV. CITY DEPARTMENT COMMENTS 

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

Zoning
F-1 Height of the pole shall not exceed 50.00 feet without a Special Use Permit.

Pole height is 39’ 2”’ feet and overall height is 46’ 9” 

F-2 Pole must be in the same general location as existing pole. 
In Compliance

F-3 The replacement pole is not located in a manner that requires the removal of an existing 
tree or impacts of root zone.
There is a tree on private property adjacent to proposed poles.
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F-4 Replacement people shall be located that meets ADA requirements that do not impede or 
hinder pedestrian or vehicular travel.
In Compliance

F-5 Wireless facility shall be painted to match similar infrastructure on the block or earth tone 
color.  
Plans indicate facility to be wood pole with equipment shrouded to match wooden 
pole

Code Administration
Code Administration has no comments 

Transportation and Environmental Services
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) 

F-1 The City is in the process of establishing a written policy regarding pole height for small 
cells. The poles will not be permitted to increase in height by more than 10-ft from the 
existing pole height, and not to exceed 50-ft in height. More details will be available in 
June 2019. 

F-2 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)

F-3 If the alley located at the rear of the parcel is to be used at any point of the construction 
process the following will be required:
For a Public Alley - The applicant shall contact T&ES, Construction Permitting & 
Inspections at (703) 746-4035 to discuss any permits and accommodation requirements 
that will be required.  
For a Private Alley - The applicant must provide proof, in the form of an affidavit at a 
minimum, from owner of the alley granting permission of use. (T&ES) 

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, 
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Chapter 5, which sets the maximum permissible noise level as measured at the property 
line. (T&ES)

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

C-4 Any work within the right-of-way requires a separate permit from T&ES. (Sec. 5-2) 
(T&ES)

C-5 All improvements to the city right-of-way such as curbing, sidewalk, driveway aprons, etc. 
must be city standard design. (Sec. 5-2-1) (T&ES)

C-6 An encroachment request will be required for projections into the public right of way. 
(T&ES)

C-7 The owner shall obtain and maintain a policy of general liability insurance in the amount 
of $1,000,000 which will indemnify the owner (and all successors in interest); and the City 
as an Additional Insured, against claims, demands, suits and related costs, including 
attorneys’ fees, arising from any bodily injury or property damage which may occur as a 
result of the encroachment. (Sec. 5-29 (h)(1)) (T&ES)

Please submit Insurance Certificate:
City of Alexandria
T&ES
Attn:  Development Services
301 King Street, Room 4130 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

Alexandria Archaeology  
F-1 No archaeological oversight necessary.

V. ATTACHMENTS

1 – Application Materials 
2 – Supplemental Materials 
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215 N Patrick St

064.03-06-04 RB

Cellco Partnership dba Verizon Wireless
9115 Guilford Road, Suite 400
Columbia MD 21046

703-969-9309 joshua.schakola@mastec.com

X Agent
Joshua Schakola 443-741-4810
joshua.schakola@mastec.com

Dominion Virginia Energy
3072 Centreville Rd
Herndon VA 20171

571-203-5332 jarred.t.lampe@dominionenergy.com



25

X

Antenna

Request to install small cell antennas and associated equipment on a wood utility pole
in the public right of way.
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Joshua Schakola

11/2/2020
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10170 Junction Drive, Annapolis Junction MD 20701 n/a

10170 Junction Drive, Annapolis Junction MD 20701 n/a

n/a n/a

11/2/2020 Joshua Schakola

Cellco Partnership dba Veriz

Cellco Partnership dba Veriz

n/a



Represents Trees

Represents overhead cables

Represents utility poles

Proposed Utility Pole collocation of small
cell antennas and equipment
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The above sketch shows the above ground obstacles.

1. From the utility poles the red lines represent overhead wires.
a. The east side of N Patrick St will not work, because the overhead wires run the entire length of the Road.

i. Wires have drag and sway that has to be accounted for as they could smack into other
structures

2. On the west side of N Patrick St, there is a mixture of young and mature trees as well as red lines
representing the wires coming from across the street.

a. Trees are obstacles for the projection of the wireless signal in some cases, but also present challenges
when we consider new structures. We don’t want to disturb the roots and the branches overhead.

b. Overhead wires require a horizontal separation by Utility standards and Radio Signal standards from the
antennas. (10 foot minimum)

i. There is a small footprint on the northwest end of N Patrick between the tree sapling and the
crosswalk between the west east sides of N Patrick; this could possibly have enough horizontal
separation. However, there are underground obstacles that make this unacceptable (Gas Line,
Water, Drain)

To summarize; the first preference for small cell projects is to locate on existing and available structures. If there no
available structures, a new stand alone structure can be considered.

At this location none of the other structures are suitable for collocation, and a new stand alone structure has too many
above ground and below ground obstacles to make this a viable option.
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The opposition of 5G pole in front of 215 N Patrick St, Alexandria, VA 22314 

To whom it may concern, 

I am the owner and resident of 207 & 209 N Patrick Street, Alexandria, VA. Recently I was made aware 
of the petition from Verizon to put in a 5G pole in front of 215 N Patrick Street. This property abuts mine, 
and the proposed pole will be close to my home as well. 

There are several concerns after reviewing the BAR #2020-00553 report. 

 The photos of the current pole and the proposed pole appear disproportionate to the
specifications. It looks like the only adjustment they made was to include an image of the
Cantenna on top of the existing pole. After researching online and seeing what 5G poles look like
after the installation, it is bigger and taller than in the photos provided on page 6. I don't think this
is an accurate representation of the actual pole that they intend to install.

 Page 14 shows that there are only trees on the opposite side of 215; they did not mark the trees
near the pole on private property. My neighbors have large Leyland Cypresses that grow along
their fence; these types of trees can grow up to 70'. Will the poles be affected by the tree's crown,
and will this require pruning or cutting them back? This will be an added expense to the
homeowner and will affect the aesthetics of the tree.

 The trees' root systems are near the sidewalk, which will be disturbed by any new construction or
digging for the new pole. Trees may not show signs of decline immediately, but statistically, trees
that suffer root damage will decline over the years and may lead to death.

 Page 15 states: Overhead wires require a horizontal separation by Utility standards and Radio
Signal standards from the antennas. (10 foot minimum)

i. There is a small footprint on the northwest end of N Patrick between the tree
sapling and the crosswalk between the west‐east sides of N Patrick; this could
possibly have enough horizontal separation. However, there are underground
obstacles that make this unacceptable (Gas Line, Water, Drain)

Has Verizon measured to ensure that the crown of the mature trees won't encroach within 10'? 
Wouldn't this affect the signal? 

 The sidewalks are narrow, and we have a lot of foot traffic and bikers on that road; a larger pole
will decrease the space for pedestrians.

 Most of our homes are historic; mine is over 150 years old, and so are my neighbors; this will
affect the front of our properties losing it’s historical appeal.

These are my observations. 

 As a resident on this block, I oppose this new structure and placement for several reasons. The main 
reason is the size and distraction this pole will create; it will be the tallest structure on N Patrick St. Its 
placement in front of a beautiful, historic home is also distracting and unattractive. This new pole will 
make the front of our property look industrial.  

After researching what 5G poles look like after installation, my only word is hideous. It doesn't belong on 
this residential street. It will most definitely affect the aesthetic and property value. My neighbors and I 
do not want a structure that will detract from our properties' uniqueness and beauty.   
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Many of us purchased our residential feel properties, even if it is located on a busy road. The houses are 
all individually unique, and we have witnessed many tourists who will stop by and take photos in front of 
our property because they love the way it looks.  

I want to maintain the residential and historical feel of the block. As tax-paying residents, I believe we 
should not be forced to accept this new structure just because they did not research putting it somewhere 
else more commercial or industrial.  

Sincerely, 

Vatsana Ross 

703.906.4830 

209 N Patrick St 

Alexandria, VA 22314 
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February 17, 2021 

Presented by Craig Miller 

BAR Questions for the 215 North Patrick Street proposed cell site: 

• BAR: 211 North Patrick has been defined as both a Queen Anne Style home and Victorian Style

home and each description the roof line is unique and some have described as “transitional.”

Have the architects on the BAR ever seen a roofline like this in Alexandria? Would the architects

agree this is a unique and defining feature for this house and agree with Staff as mentioned in

BAR Case #2009 – 0295?

• JOSH:  What is the circumference of the “dig” spot since there is a mature cedar tree within ~10’

of the proposed site?  What kind of safety measures are in place to protect the tree from being

killed?  What happens if the tree is killed due to the construction crew disturbing its roots. What

happens if the tree roots are found to be in the work zone?... Will construction stop?

• JOSH:  Can you please confirm that 215 North Patrick is the ALTERNATE site chosen by you and

Mastec after the primary selection by you at Cameron/Patrick was approved by Verizon but

Dominion denied the use of their pole?

• JOSH:  Will the proposed 46’ 9” structure be the largest approved in the both the Old & Historic

as Well as Parker-Gray Historic Districts?

• JOSH:  Will the Case Box at 22”x’22” x 36” with a minimum height of 10” going to 13’ be the

largest installed in either the Parker Gray or Old and Historic District?

• STAFF: Has anyone on BAR staff verified the volume numbers presented by Mastec to confirm

the total volume is less than 6 cubic feet per BAR guidelines.
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Dear Board of Architectural Review, 

The Alexandria Old & Historic District was the third such district in the United States.  Created 
to protect our historical neighborhoods, the Old & Historic District as well as Parker-Gray 
District are critical to this mission.  An historic district’s purview is defined by the Zoning Laws 
of the City of Alexandria and more specifically Article 10-100. (Article X) 

It is important to understand the lot at 215 North Patrick is part of the Paff estate including 211, 
215, 217 and 217a North Patrick Street. (213 North Patrick does not exist and 211 and 215 North 
Patrick Street share lot lines.) The proposed cell site will sit dead center of the Paff estate. The 
application for the small cell site at 215 North Patrick Street BAR CASE #2020-0559 should be 
denied by the BAR for the following reasons:  

ARTICLE X. - HISTORIC DISTRICTS AND BUILDINGS 

Section A: 

To enrich the quality of life for city residents by protecting the unique resource that is the 
historic district, including familiar landmarks and other treasured elements of the area; 

Section G: 

To assure that new structures, additions, landscaping, and related elements be in harmony with 
their historical and architectural setting and environs; and 

Section H: 

To safeguard the city's portion of the George Washington Memorial Parkway and other 
significant routes of tourist access to the city's historic resources by assuring that development in 
and along those transportation arteries be in keeping with their historical, cultural and 
traditional setting. 

The application of a small cell site at 215 North Patrick Street, BAR #2020-0559, does not meet 
the criteria set forth by Article 10 for the following reasons: 

1) Allowing the installation of a cell tower at 215 North Patrick at 46’ 9” will diminish the
grandness of the house which has stood as a beacon of hope and health for the Parker
Gray district for over 40 years during Dr. Carpenter’s lifetime and violates Subsection,
(A).  Staff in BAR CASE #2009-0295 argues in reference to 211 North Patrick street,
“the architectural importance of this remarkably intact, freestanding structure is high.
The presence of a two-story freestanding masonry structure is unusual in a neighborhood
of smaller attached frame rowhouses and conveys the wealth and status of the original
owner.”

2) A 46’9” cell tower will not “blend in harmony with their historical and architectural
setting and enviorns.” Installation of this tower will create a NEW urban landscape
towering at least 10’ above 211 North Patrick’s roof violating Subsection, (G)

3) Patrick Street is Route 1 and runs from Maine to Miami bringing tourists from North and
South into the historic districts of Alexandria. The 46’9” cell tower is not in keeping with
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the “historic, cultural, or traditional setting and violates Subsection, (H.)  The height of 
this tower will overwhelm the appearance of both the historic building at 211 North 
Patrick and its unique and unusual roof line. This reasoning falls in line with previous 
Staff recommendation in BAR CASE# 2009-0295 where Staff argues 211 North Patrick 
and the significance of its unique roofline in the neighborhood, “the structure is located 
on North Patrick Street which carries a high volume of automobile traffic as northbound 
US Route 1.  As the most architecturally prominent building on the blockface, this 
structure is visible to many visitors and residents, and the roof surface is highly visible 
from Patrick Street.”   

The BAR should deny the installation of this cell tower based on any one of these criteria per the 
Zoning Code for the City of Alexandria.  

Best regards, 

Craig Miller 
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Lia Niebauer

From: Craig Miller
Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2021 10:54 AM
To: Preservation
Cc: Lia Niebauer
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL]small cell site at 215 N Patrick
Attachments: 211 North Patrick - BAR Staff Analysis #2009-0295.pdf

Please see attached BAR Staff analysis of the uniqueness and importance of maintaining the site lines of 211 Slate 
Roof.  BAR CASE#2009‐0295   page 4 

Craig 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Lia Niebauer

From: robert meyers <bobmeyers7@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2021 12:02 PM
To: Lia Niebauer
Subject: Fw: Docket Item 7 -- Feb 17 BAR Meeting

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Resending this email with correct address.  Could you also please confirm that Item #7 is not on the 
consent calendar and that additional public comments will be received?

----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: robert meyers <bobmeyers7@yahoo.com> 
To: lia.niebauer@alexandria.gov <lia.niebauer@alexandria.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2021, 12:29:47 AM EST 
Subject: Docket Item 7 -- Feb 17 BAR Meeting 

Dear Ms. Niebauer --

This email is in reference to Docket Item 7 scheduled for consideration at the February 17, 2021 
Board of Architectural Review Meeting.  I have several issues related to this item.

(1) Lack of Proper Notice

I am the owner of 222 North Patrick Street, Alexandria, VA 22314 which is almost directly across from 
the proposed location of the small cell facility according to the maps contained in the BAR #2020-
00553 Staff Report.  However, I have not received what I believe to be the required notice of this 
application.  According to your current application, an "abutting property is one that touches the 
property in question as well as any property that directly faces (and, in the case of a corner lot, 
diagonally faces) the property in question."
The attached diagram is provided with your regulations.  For the site in question, if "First Street" were 
to be considered Patrick Street/Route 1 and "West Street" considered to be the alley between 
Cameron and Queen, my property would be the third "X" on the East Side of Patrick Street down from 
the top of the diagram.  Across the alley from me would be 224 North Patrick Street.  Yet, I have not 
received any notice of this docket item from Cellco Partnership dba Verizon Wireless.  This is so even 
though the subject property in question is undeveloped (termed a "vacant lot" in the application) and 
appears to abut both 215 North Patrick Street and the alley. 
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I realize that your application instructions indicate that this schematic is not "final 
authority."  However, it is also advised that if an applicant is in doubt, then they should provide notice 
to additional properties.  This did not occur even while the new cell phone pole and equipment will be 
clearly visible from 222 North Patrick Street.  Thus, if the letter of your notice requirements is not 
sufficiently precise, it would appear that the object and spirit of these requirements is surely to provide 
specific notice to those properties that are reasonably impacted.  A more limited view of the notice 
requirements would conflict with the overall purpose of the BAR as well as the city's professed desire 
for civic engagement.

(2) Proposed Location May Violate Alexandria's Interim Wireless Facility Aesthetic Guidelines

City guidelines clearly indicate that "pole height may not increase more than 10 feet."  Yet the 
proposed small cell facility does exactly that.  The existing pole is 34 feet, 5 inches tall at its apex, 
while the proposed top of the antenna is at a height of 46 feet, 9 inches.  See Replacement Pole 
Elevation.  Of course, it may be asserted that the actual wooden pole being replaced will top out at 39 
feet, 2 inches.  Id.  But the city guidelines are based on aesthetics and may reasonably be viewed as 
attempting to limit visual impact.  Simply as a practical matter, an observer would not be any less 
affected by the fact that the wood pole reaches only five feet higher than the current pole when the 
overall visual impact is a full 7 feet, 7 inches higher than the top of the pole (or approximately the 
height of former Washington basketball player, Manute Bol).  The city guidelines, to be meaningful, 
should be read as a reasonable limit on overall visual impact, something that does not occur when an 
object is placed on a residential street that is fully 12 feet, 5 inches higher than the previous object as 
well as any other object or building on the street. 

(3) Lack of sufficient Information on Location Choice

I realize that this application involves a public right of way.  But at the same time, there is no 
explanation at all in the application as to why this cell facility must be placed in the 200 block North of 
Patrick Street versus some other location within Alexandria.  The only examination of alternatives in 
the application involves alternative locations solely within this block, not on an alternative street, e.g., 
Alfred or Henry Street, or an alternative location on Patrick Street, e.g., the 100 or 300 block, or 
perhaps other locations.  There is no explanation as to the technical reasons why the cell is needed in 
this area -- and if multiple other locations are needed given the limited range of this type of equipment 
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-- what other locations are dependent on this particular installation.  This lack of further analysis 
appears to be determinative of the issue of a new stand-alone pole versus removal and replacement 
of the existing telephone pole with a substantially taller pole.

The only explanation of the location choice, at least the only explanation available within the docket, 
is that "the east side of N Patrick St will not work" and a discussion of trees and overhead wires on 
the west side of Patrick Street.  (See page 15 of BAR #2020-00553).  This explanation is at best 
cursory and seemingly in error, e.g., when claiming that the east side of Patrick Street "will not work" 
but at the same time proposing to locate the tower on the east side of the street.  The BAR should 
insist on a mcuh more fulsome discussion of the need to place the facility at this location -- or it is has 
one -- to place same in the public docket. 

(4) The BAR Should be Concerned Regarding Precedent Being Established

Available documentation indicates that BAR staff has no objection to the installation, nor 
does staff believe that there is an adverse impact on existing viewsheds. BAR #2020-
00553 at 3.  But there is no real explanation for this expressed view, nor any indication 
concerning in what locations within the historic district an adverse impact would be 
considered to exist, and in what locations, such an adverse impact would not be 
considered to exist. This would lead to the conclusion that installing a small cell facility is 
appropriate on any street, in any location in the Old Town Historic District or the Parker-
Gray District, subject only to a limit of 10 feet in wooden pole height and certain aesthetic 
touches such as paint color.  From the BAR's review of this application, only the location 
of trees or underground utilities would be considered, and then only when a stand-alone 
pole would be required versus replacing an existing wooden pole.  If this is not the 
conclusion the BAR wishes to make, or at least strongly imply in this application, then at 
least some discussion and review of the appropriateness of this location versus other 
locations in the city is imperative to avoid either a complete carte blanche approval of all 
locations or a completely ad hoc public review process.
I would therefore ask for: (1) deferral of this application until proper notice can be given; and (2) 
additional BAR staff review and explanation of the intended location as it relates to other potential 
small cell locations within the city's historic districts.

Sincerely,

Robert J. Meyers
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Good morning!  My name is Craig Miller and I co-own 211, 215 & 217 North Patrick Street. I see Staff has
a “small cell Site” adjacent to 215 North Patrick Street on the consent calendar for this Wed, 12/16/20.  I
am formally requesting you pull this off the consent calendar so we can dis cuss with the BAR at the
12/16/20 meeting.

The history of 211 North Patrick has been difficult to research over the years so I can understand if staff
had a difficult time discovering the historical significance of this property.  A brief history:

211 North Patrick was built in ~1886 by Frederick Paff an immigrant from Germany that started a
shoe and boot factory in Alexandria.
After Paff’s death in 1903, His son Frederick Paff Jr. lived at 211 North Patrick and was the Mayor of
Alexandria from 1905 – 1912.
~1943-1945, Dr James Carpenter bought 211 North Patrick and started his medical career in
Alexandria as the first African-American medical doctor in Alexandria with rights to practice at
Alexandria Hospital.
Dr. Carpenter’s private medical practice was on the first floor of 211 with nurses quarters on the

2nd floor.
211 North Patrick is deep in Alexandria History and African American history.

We recently replaced the roof of 211 North Patrick Street according to BAR rules with an “in-kind” slate
roof to preserve the property and its “site-lines.” The proposed “small cell site” by Verizon is 25 feet from
the physical structure at 211 North Patrick and has a vertical height in direct site-line of the slate roof. 
This “small cell structure” will ruin the “grandness” of this old and important home.

I am not against technology, however, there is a another telephone pole approximately 50’ north on the
corner of North Patrick and the common alley way that is more appropriate, in my opinion, that protects
211 North Patrick which is an important piece of Alexandria’s architectural history.  Please do not approve
the installation of a “small cell site” at 215 North Patrick Street.

Mr. Conkey, please advise me if I need to provide you and staff with more or supporting information.

Best Regards,

Craig Miller
915 Cameron St
703-628-9574

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From: Craig Miller <cmillerjr@comcast.net> 
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2020 10:19 AM
To: Preservation <Preservation@alexandriava.gov>; Lisa Brock <IH2OCOLOR@comcast.net>
Subject: re: Historic Preservation - William Conkey - 211 North Patrick Street

Mr. Conkey,

61



Lia Niebauer

From: Craig Miller <cmillerjr@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2021 6:24 PM
To: Preservation
Cc: Lia Niebauer
Subject: RE: Historic Preservation  215 North Patrick Sreet
Attachments: 215 Patrick 1877 Atlas Map.pdf; 215 Patrick Leter from Lisa Brock - owner.pdf; 

Signatures opposing small cell site at 215 N Patrick.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Lia, 

I would like to speak about Docket #9, 215 N Patrick proposed cell site.  I have attached a list of names and signatures 
opposing the site as well as a letter from Lisa Brock, my wife and co-owner of the properties. I also included the 1877 
Atlas map that shows the original estate of Mr. Paff. 

Craig 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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