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PURPOSE: To consider a request for the Board of Supervisors (Board) to reverse the Historic 
District Review Committee’s (HDRC) approval of Certificate of Appropriateness (CAPP)-2020-
0012. Timothy D. and Kristen C. O’Rourke, et al. (the Appellants, listed above), have filed an 
appeal (APPL) of the November 9, 2020, decision of the HDRC to approve CAPP-2020-0012 with 
conditions of approval for the construction of a single-family residence at 18179 Lincoln Road 
(PIN 455-37-0113) (the “Property”) in the Goose Creek Historic and Cultural Conservation 
District (Village of Lincoln) under Section 6-1909 of the Revised Loudoun County 1993 Zoning 
Ordinance (Zoning Ordinance).  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS:  
 
Historic District Review Committee: At the HDRC meeting on November 9, 2020, the HDRC 
approved (7-0) CAPP-2020-0012 with conditions of approval for the residential portion of the 
building (main block) and deferred action on the proposed attached two-car garage with mudroom 
that were included as part of the application.  
 
Staff:  Staff supports the HDRC’s approval of CAPP-2020-0012 and believes the residence meets 
the Criteria for Certificate of Appropriateness under Section 6-1904 of the Zoning Ordinance and 
the Goose Creek Historic and Cultural Conservation District (Village of Lincoln) Guidelines 
relating to building placement, scale, width, massing, materials, and architectural features. The 
two story, five bay residence emulates the style of other historic Victorian homes in the Village 
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while not attempting to be a direct period reproduction. The residence while wider and slightly 
deeper than the adjoining homes is also sited on a larger lot with a wider street frontage. The scale 
and proportions of the residence are compatible with the lot size and the adjoining homes, as well 
as other historic homes within the Village of Lincoln. 
 

Figure 1. Vicinity Map 
 

 
 
HDRC SUMMARY:  The HDRC approved (7-0) CAPP-2020-0012 based on the findings 
included in the November 9, 2020, Staff Report that found: 
 

1) The proposed house is a two-story folk Victorian style house that is compatible with 
existing architecture in the Village of Lincoln;  

2) The siting of the proposed house to maintain a regular front yard is consistent with the 
Guidelines and the adjoining residential properties;  

3) The overall scale, massing and design of the proposed house is compatible with the 
surrounding residential architecture; and  

4) The materials and architectural details of the house are similar to other folk Victorian style 
residences in the Village of Lincoln and consistent with the Guidelines for new 
construction within the Goose Creek Historic District. 
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In addition to the findings, the HDRC applied conditions of approval to CAPP-2020-0012 that 
affirmed the design of the residential portion of the building (main block), specified the use of 
smooth face Hardie Plank siding, the use of double-hung, two-over-two, simulated divided light 
windows (Anderson 200 series), and the use of natural stone on the foundation and chimneys of 
the house that matched the photos presented in the application. The final condition approved by 
the HDRC deferred action on the attached garage and mudroom that had been proposed with the 
application (Attachment 2). 
 

Figure 2. Approved Drawing, Front Elevation (CAPP-2020-0012)

 
 
BACKGROUND: There are six County-administered Historic and Cultural Conservation 
Districts (Historic District) in Loudoun County as provided for by Section 6-1800 of the Zoning 
Ordinance. The Board-appointed HDRC is designated through Section 6-300 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to administer the provisions of Historic Districts and reviews applications for CAPPs, 
subject to Section 6-1900 of the Zoning Ordinance, for alterations or additions to any structure, 
new construction, or the proposed demolition of any structure in a Historic District. Under Section 
6-1904 of the Zoning Ordinance, the HDRC bases its decision to approve or deny a CAPP on 
whether proposals are architecturally compatible with other buildings, structures, site, or 
landmarks located within the subject Historic District. In applying these standards, the HDRC shall 
not consider interior arrangement, but shall consider, among other factors:   

(A) Exterior architectural features, including all signs.  
(B) General design, scale, and arrangement.  
(C) Texture and material.  
(D) The relationship of (A), (B), (C), above, to other structures and features of the subject 

Historic District.  
(E) The purposes for which the subject Historic District was created.  
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(F) The relationship of the size, design, and siting of any erected, reconstructed, altered, 

moved, or restored structure to the landscape of the subject Historic District.  
(G) The extent to which denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness would constitute a 

deprivation to the owner of a reasonable use of his property.  
(H) The extent to which the proposal adheres to the Historic District Guidelines for the 

subject Historic District.  
 
The Property that is the subject of the appeal is an approximately 2.17-acre vacant lot located at 
18179 Lincoln Road (PIN 455-37-0113), within the boundaries of the Goose Creek Historic and 
Cultural Conservation District (Village of Lincoln), a zoning overlay district.  The Property is, 
therefore, subject to the Historic District provisions (Sections 6-300, 6-1800 and 6-1900) of the 
Zoning Ordinance. The HDRC uses the County’s Historic District Guidelines, an adopted element 
of the Zoning Ordinance under Section 6-1901 of the Zoning Ordinance, to review applications in 
historic districts.  The Loudoun County Historic District Guidelines: Goose Creek Historic District 
(Goose Creek Guidelines) are applicable to the Property.1 
 
On November 9, 2020, the HDRC approved CAPP-2020-0012. CAPP-2020-0012 pertains to the 
construction of a single-family residence with conditions of approval within the Village of Lincoln 
(Attachment 2). The approval of the CAPP is based on the HDRC’s findings that the overall scale, 
massing, design, materials, and architectural details of the residential portion of the building (main 
block) are compatible with other residences in the Village of Lincoln and are in conformance with 
the Goose Creek Guidelines. The HDRC imposed conditions of approval on the main block, that 
affirmed the overall design and specified the use of certain building materials identified on the 
drawings and in the application materials. During the meeting, the HDRC identified and discussed 
issues pertaining to the siting, scale, and design of a proposed attached two-car garage with 
mudroom on the south elevation of the main block. The HDRC included a condition of approval 
that deferred action on the attached two-car garage with mudroom (Attachments 2 and 3).   
 
Section 6-1909 of the Zoning Ordinance provides that “any person aggrieved by any final decision 
of the HDRC” may appeal such decision to the Board. On December 7, 2020, the Appellants 
submitted APPL-2020-0008 (Attachment 1).  The Appellants’ appeal asserts the following: 1) the 
Property was not properly posted and that members of the public did not have adequate access to 
the electronic meeting, and 2) the siting, massing, scale, and design of the approved single-family 
residence are inconsistent with the Goose Creek Guidelines. The Appellants request that the Board 
reverse the HDRC’s approval of CAPP-2020-0012. 
 
STAFF SUMMARY: The Staff Summary has been organized into two categories 1) Public 
Meeting Requirements for HDRC and 2) Conformance with Goose Creek Guidelines based on the 
two major issues presented in the Appeal.  This summary includes the Appellants’ position as 
applicable under Section 6-1909 of the Zoning Ordinance followed by staff’s response to each 
appeal issue.  
  
 

 
1The Loudoun County Historic District Guidelines: Goose Creek Historic District can be accessed here. 

http://www.loudoun.gov/historic
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Appeal Issue #1 - Public Meeting Requirements for HDRC  
 
Appellant Position: Notice of Meeting - HDRC Bylaws 
The Appellants contend that the County did not adhere to the provisions for “Notice of Meeting” 
provided in the Loudoun County HDRC Bylaws. The Appellants assert that placards for the 
application were not posted according to the timeline specified in the Bylaws and were not posted 
on each public road abutting the Property.  
 
Staff Response: Notice of Meeting - HDRC Bylaws 
The HDRC Bylaws include a schedule for posting agendas and physically posting and removing 
placards on properties for notice of applications to be reviewed by the HDRC. The HDRC Bylaws 
BY   provide guidance on how the HDRC conducts business.  The Virginia Code nor the Zoning 
Ordinance contain posting requirements for HDRC meetings.  
 
The HDRC considers applications for CAPPs at their regular monthly meeting, which are 
generally held the second Monday of each month at 6:00 P.M. unless the second Monday is a 
holiday. Under Section 6-1903(B) of the Zoning Ordinance, the HDRC shall hold “at least one 
public meeting before approving or denying a CAPP…” The meetings are advertised on the 
Loudoun County Government Calendar webpages. The calendar posting includes a link to the 
County’s HDRC webpage hosting the HDRC Meeting Packets, which include the agenda, staff 
reports, CAPP applications, and action summaries from previous meetings to be reviewed by the 
HDRC at each meeting.2 The posting of the HDRC meeting on the County’s Calendar webpage 
and the physical posting at the Property satisfy the notice of meeting provisions in the HDRC 
bylaws.  
 
The application for CAPP-2020-0012 was formally accepted by the County on October 13, 2020, 
and the application materials were electronically uploaded to the Loudoun Online Land Use 
Application (LOLA) system the same day.  LOLA provides a user-friendly tool for the public and 
staff to search and access information regarding legislative land development applications, 
including CAPPs. On October 14, 2020, the announcement of the November 9, 2020, HDRC 
meeting was posted on the Loudoun County Government Calendar webpage.  On October 30, 
2020, the November 9, 2020 HDRC Packet which included the meeting agenda, Staff Report and 
application materials associated with CAPP-2020-0012 were uploaded to the HDRC webpage.3  
The HDRC Bylaws specify that the meeting agenda will be posted to the Loudoun County website 
a minimum of 5 days prior to the meeting; the meeting agenda and application materials were 
posted and available 11 days prior to the November 9, 2020, HDRC meeting.     
 
The HDRC Bylaws specify that a placard be placed along each public road abutting the subject 
Property.  On October 22, 2020, County staff affixed a wooden stake with a weatherproof placard 
containing information on the pending November 9, 2020, HDRC Meeting with reference to CAPP 
2020-0012 in the front yard of 18179 Lincoln Road to the north of the current driveway and 
approximately 10 feet from the edge of Lincoln Road where the sign was visible to pedestrians, 

 
2The County Calendar with the November 9, 2020 HDRC Meeting can be accessed here.  
3The November 9, 2020, HDRC meeting packet can be accessed here.  

https://lfportal.loudoun.gov/LFPortalInternet/0/edoc/332168/HDRC%20Bylaws.pdf
https://lfportal.loudoun.gov/LFPortalInternet/0/edoc/332168/HDRC%20Bylaws.pdf
https://www.loudoun.gov/Calendar.aspx?EID=11299&month=11&year=2020&day=9&calType=0
https://lfportal.loudoun.gov/LFPortalinternet/0/edoc/452176/11-09-20%20Meeting%20Packet.pdf
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residents, and motorists passing through the Village of Lincoln.  The sign was affixed 18 days 
prior to the meeting and within the 14-to-30-day period specified in the HDRC Bylaws.  
 
The Property is a 2.6-acre irregular shaped lot and a small portion at the rear of the Property abuts 
Cooksville Road. The driveway and building frontage for the proposed single-family residence are 
all oriented towards Lincoln Road and thus a single placard was placed in the front yard of the 
Property. The portion of Cooksville Road abutting the Property is part of an overgrown, naturally 
occurring drainage swale. County staff did not place a second placard on the Cooksville Road 
portion of the Property since it is located well away from the proposed house location and is not 
an area that the house would typically be viewed by pedestrian or vehicular traffic. Cooksville 
Road is only accessible via Lincoln Road and residents of Cooksville Road would have observed 
the placard located in the front yard of the subject Property when traveling on Lincoln Road to 
access their properties between the date of posting and the date of the HDRC meeting.  
 
When County staff retrieved the placard on November 14, 2020, five days after the November 9, 
2020 meeting, the placard was legible and leaning against the base of the wooden stake in the front 
yard of the Property but was still visible from Lincoln Road.  
 
The discussion above has been provided as background to demonstrate County staff’s efforts to 
fulfill the “Notice of Meeting” provisions specified in the HDRC Bylaws.   Posting of a subject 
property with a placard is not required by State Code and is not a provision of the County’s Zoning 
Ordinance. This provision is only found within the HDRC’s bylaws. The County fulfilled all 
requirements for meeting notice per state code, the Zoning Ordinance, and the HDRC bylaws 
through the advertising of the HDRC meeting on the County’s website and the posting of the 
Property.   
 
Appellant Position: Virtual HDRC Meeting 
The Appellants assert that HDRC members did not receive written public comments (email) and 
that members of the public were unable to participate in the November 9, 2020, HDRC virtual 
electronic meeting.  
 
Staff Response: Virtual HDRC Meeting 
Due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, the November 9, 2020, regular meeting of the HDRC 
was conducted as an "electronic meeting" under the Continuity of Government Ordinance adopted 
by the Board of Supervisors on October 14, 2020.4 The November 9, 2020, HDRC Meeting 
Agenda and the HDRC webpage both provided that this meeting was being conducted as an 
electronic meeting under the Continuity of Government Ordinance. In addition, the HDRC 
Meeting Agenda and the HDRC webpage both included directions for remote participation by the 
public as is standard procedure for all Board-appointed committees and commissions. As such, the 
November 9, 2020, HDRC meeting was appropriately noticed as an electronic meeting under 
the Continuity of Government Ordinance adopted by the Board of Supervisors on October 14, 
2020. 
 

 
4The County’s Continuity of Government Ordinance can be accessed here. 

https://lfportal.loudoun.gov/LFPortalinternet/0/edoc/445929/Item%2001%20Continuity%20of%20Government%20Ordinance.pdf
https://lfportal.loudoun.gov/LFPortalinternet/0/edoc/445929/Item%2001%20Continuity%20of%20Government%20Ordinance.pdf
https://lfportal.loudoun.gov/LFPortalinternet/0/edoc/445929/Item%2001%20Continuity%20of%20Government%20Ordinance.pdf
https://lfportal.loudoun.gov/LFPortalinternet/0/edoc/445929/Item%2001%20Continuity%20of%20Government%20Ordinance.pdf
https://lfportal.loudoun.gov/LFPortalinternet/0/edoc/445929/Item%2001%20Continuity%20of%20Government%20Ordinance.pdf
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For the November 9, 2020, HDRC meeting, all Committee members and applicants participated 
remotely. Four members of the public had contacted County staff in advance of the meeting to 
indicate their desire to speak about the application.  Seven members of the public participated 
remotely and provided comment on CAPP-2020-0012 during the public comment portion of the 
meeting. Four of the speakers are Appellants for APPL-2020-0008.  At the conclusion of the public 
comment portion of the meeting, a “roll-call” of the remaining remote participants was taken to 
ensure no other members of the public wished to speak on the application. The HDRC also 
received seven email comments from members of the public specific to CAPP-2020-0012, which 
were distributed electronically to all the Committee members prior to the meeting. Four of the 
email comments that the HDRC received were from Appellants for APPL-2020-0008. Although 
some of the public speakers and the email comments were from the Appellants for APPL-2008-
0008, they did not raise the notice issues they have identified in this appeal. Some members of the 
public that spoke at the meeting had also provided written comments. Several members of the 
HDRC verbally acknowledged receipt of the emailed public comments during the meeting 
(November 9, 2021 HDRC Audio). 
 
All public comments provided during the public input portion of the meeting and written public 
comments provided prior to the meeting were acknowledged and considered by the HDRC during 
their deliberations on CAPP-2020-0012.   
 
Appeal Issue #2 - Conformance with Goose Creek Guidelines   
Section 6-1904 of the Zoning Ordinance provides the criteria for approving or denying a CAPP.  
Staff uses the criteria provided in this section when evaluating CAPP applications and preparing 
staff reports for the HDRC’s consideration. The HDRC is charged with the interpretation and 
application of the Loudoun County Historic District Guidelines (Historic District Guidelines) 
when making decisions on individual CAPPs. The goal of the Historic District Guidelines and the 
architectural review process is to ensure that the historic, architectural, and landscape 
characteristics that are unique to a designated historic district are protected, preserved, and 
enhanced for future generations.  The Historic District Guidelines relate to the exterior appearance 
and siting of structures on a property.  In this case, the HDRC and staff applied the Goose Creek 
Guidelines to evaluate CAPP-2020-0012.5  
 
Chapter 4 of the Goose Creek Guidelines, Guidelines for New Construction, is the main chapter 
used for the review of new buildings proposed in the Historic District. Guidelines for setback, 
siting, and topography; orientation; spacing; massing; complexity of form; height, width, and 
scale; directional expression; architectural details and decoration; and materials and textures are 
provided to evaluate the proposed residence. Chapter 3 (Guidelines for Site Elements), Chapter 6 
(Guidelines for Existing Structures), and Chapter 7 (Guidelines for Materials) are also referenced 
where appropriate.  
  
The introduction to Chapter 4 sets the general tone for evaluating new construction in Goose Creek 
Historic District by stating, “The overall goal is to preserve the physical character of the Goose 
Creek, not to challenge or compete with it in the design of any new building. Thus, the new 

 
5The Goose Creek Guidelines can be accessed here. 

https://lfportal.loudoun.gov/LFPortalInternet/browse.aspx?dbid=0&mediaid=476511
https://lfportal.loudoun.gov/LFPortalInternet/browse.aspx?dbid=0&mediaid=476511
https://www.loudoun.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/Index/1537
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building should be a ‘background’ design, that is, one that does not draw attention to itself at the 
expense of its historic neighbors” (Goose Creek Guidelines, Guidelines for New Construction: 
Introduction, p. 57). The following is a summary of the relevant Goose Creek Guidelines and 
staff’s analysis showing that the building placement and setback; massing, height, width, and scale; 
and use of traditional building materials and details on the main block of the single-family 
residence are in conformance with the Goose Creek Guidelines and that the HDRC approval of 
CAPP-2012-0012 was appropriate based on the Guidelines.   
 
Appellant Position: Building Placement and Setback 
The Appellants assert that the “siting of the proposed home sits at a skewed angle and does not 
reflect both of the adjacent historic structures along Lincoln Road.”  The Appellants contend the 
siting of the home is inconsistent with the Goose Creek Historic District Guidelines.  
 
Staff Response: Building Placement and Setback 
The Guidelines seek to ensure that siting of new construction is compatible with the surrounding 
residential development along Lincoln Road by maintaining consistent setbacks with adjacent 
structures to create a rhythm of front yard conditions that define the Village’s historic character. 
Most structures within the Village have a moderate setback with a front yard.  New construction 
in Lincoln should reinforce the dominant position of surrounding properties and follow established 
historic setbacks to maintain the rhythm along the streets (Goose Creek Guidelines, Guidelines for 
New Construction, Building Placement and Setback, text, p.58 and Guideline 3 and Captions, 
p.59). 
 
In conformance with the Guidelines, the 
main block of the residence is sited 
perpendicular to the plane of the 
adjoining residence to the north (18173 
Lincoln Road), approximately 44 feet 
from the street. The front porch of 18173 
Lincoln Road is located approximately 
40 feet from the street, while the main 
block of the house is sited further from 
the street. The building to the 
south,18187 Lincoln Road, a former 
commercial building that has been 
converted to a residence, is located 
approximately 14 feet from the street, 
and features a paved parking apron that 
occupies the front yard. The proximity of 
the former commercial building to the street is an anomaly in the Village of Lincoln and does not 
reflect the average building setback of residences in the Village from Lincoln Road, which range 
from approximately 25 feet to 60 feet.  The siting of the house is consistent with the adjoining 
home to the north and the setbacks of other residential properties along Lincoln Road within the 
Village. 

Figure 2. View south on Lincoln Road. The vacant lot located 
center-right is the subject Property. Former commercial 
building is in the background. 
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Staff notes that the Appellants have identified that the submitted plat provided with CAPP-2020-
0012 does not include the porches that span the front elevation of both the adjacent adjoining 
historic structures to the north and south (Attachment 2, Sheet S). However, as noted above the 
house is sited to align with the building plane of the adjoining house to the north to maintain a 
consistent front yard and setback from the street. The Guidelines call for the siting of new 
construction in the Village of Lincoln to relate to the setback of adjacent existing historic structures 
and reinforce the rhythm of the front yard conditions that help define the village’s historic character 
(Goose Creek Guidelines, Guidelines for New Construction, Building Placement and Setback, text, 
p.58). 
 
The HDRC Findings for CAPP-2020-0012 found that the proposed siting of the house on the 
Property maintained a regular front yard consistent with the Guidelines and nearby residential 
properties. Should the Board find the siting of the residence on the Property is inconsistent with 
the Guidelines or the streetscape of the Village as asserted by the Appellants, conditions of 
approval may be developed to specify another building location on the Property. However, staff 
notes the residence features a walk-out basement on the rear elevation, which takes advantage of 
the natural slope in the topography of the Property and that relocating the residence closer to the 
street may affect access to the basement. The Guidelines support maintaining the natural 
topography of a site and minimizing changes to the contours when constructing new buildings 
(Goose Creek Guidelines, Guidelines for Site Elements, Landforms and Features, Guideline 1 & 
2, p.38). 
 
Appellant Position: Massing, Height, Width and Scale 
The Appellants assert that the “home’s scale and massing of the residence is not compatible with 
existing homes in the rural historic village.” The Appellants have provided a spreadsheet with 
comparisons of lot size, building width and the square footage of select buildings in the Village to 
illustrate their claim that the proposed residence is “248 percent larger and incompatible scale to  
its closest neighbor” based on their square footage calculations (Attachment 1, Exhibit 2).6  The 
Appellants contend the “Main Block of the house exceeds the construction limitation of 10% of 
adjacent properties per GCHD Guidelines” (Attachment 1, Exhibit 7).  
 
Staff Response: Massing, Height, Width and Scale 
The Guidelines state that the massing of a building relates to the organization and relative size of 
the building sections or pieces of a building which are further defined by the height, width, and 
directional expression of a building (Goose Creek Guidelines, Guidelines for New Construction: 
Massing, text, p.61). The Guidelines further state that “the actual size of a new building can either 
contribute to, or be in conflict with, the existing structures in a historic district. Height and width 
create scale. Scale in architecture is the relationship of the human form to the building. It is also 
the relationship of the height and width of one building to another” (Goose Creek Guidelines, 

 
6Staff noted some discrepancies in the actual width and depth attributed to some buildings adjoining the subject 
Property identified in Attachment 1, Appeal Letter pg. 7 and Exhibit 2 provided by the Appellant. The buildings 
identified are smaller than reported based on County GIS Data which has a margin of error of +/- 2 feet (referenced 
with the photographs above).  
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Guidelines for New Construction: Height, Width, and Scale, text, p. 64).  The relationship of all 
these fundamental architectural principles defines the form of a building.  
 
In the Village of Lincoln most buildings adopt a rectangular form and are three to five bays7 wide 
and two or two-and-one half stories in the height and feature porches and porticos on the front 
elevation to reinforce the human scale (Goose Creek Guidelines, Guidelines for New Construction, 
Height, Width and Scale, pg. 64, text & Guidelines 1-3). Illustrated examples of these fundamental 
architectural principles and their relationship to each other are provided throughout the Guidelines 
for reference (Goose Creek Guidelines, Guidelines for New Construction, p.61-65).  
  
The main block of the house adopts a simple rectangular form (46-feet wide by 65-feet in length 
based on the scaled drawings) and is five bays wide and two-stories in height.  This design is 
consistent with the traditional building form and historic architecture in the Village where the 
width to depth ratio of building lots and homes has a smaller frontage to the street. The proposed 
wraparound front porch and two-bay front gable bump-out projection reinforce the human scale 
of the house and break-up the overall mass of the building when viewed from the street, in keeping 
with the Guidelines. The Guidelines support reducing the perceived mass and height of structure 
into simple intersecting masses with varying rooflines according to historic precedents (Goose 
Creek Guidelines, Guidelines for New Construction: Massing, Guidelines 1 & 2, p.62). 

 
The residence replaces a former house on the Property referenced by the Appellants that was 
destroyed by fire in 2016. The former house adopted a rectangular form (approximately 40-feet 
wide and 28-feet in length based on County GIS Data) and was five bays wide and two stories in 
height.  The former house featured a two-bay front gable main block with a projecting flat roof 
porch and an intersecting, three bay side-gable wing.  The width (measured in bays) and height of 
the former house (measured in stories) is similar to the approved residence, though the former 
house was sited closer to the street. 
 

 
7A bay is the division of a building between vertical lines or planes, often defined by architectural elements such as 
doors or windows. 

Figure 4. June 7, 2002 photograph of former house 
on the Property (foreground). View northwest from 
Lincoln Road. 

Figure 3. View of house from Lincoln Road. Front 
(East) Elevation. 



 Item 1, APPL-2020-0008, Appeal of HDRC Decision CAPP-2020-0012 
  Board of Supervisors Public Hearing 

February 10, 2021 
Page 11  

 
Within the Village of Lincoln there is a mix of buildings dating from the mid-18th century through 
mid-20th century. These buildings adopt a variety of forms and different architectural styles based 
on their period of construction. The overall scale and massing of these buildings varies depending 
on the width of the individual lot, with most building lots ranging between 50 to 125 feet in width 
with long deep rear yards.  Most buildings in the Village feature side elevations that are much 
longer than the front elevations, creating an alley-like effect between some buildings on smaller 
lots when viewed from the street.  Staff notes that there is one former commercial building and 
several existing historic two-story Victorian residences interspersed throughout the Village of 
Lincoln, all constructed around the turn-of-the-century and either sited on similar size or wider 
lots, which feature buildings similar in form, massing, and vertical expression to the residence on 
the Property. The variety of building sizes, styles and period of construction all contribute to the 
historic character and varied streetscape of the Village of Lincoln. Historical photographs of most 
of these buildings are included in Attachment 1, Exhibit 3.  
 
Figure 5. Photographs of Buildings on Lincoln Road 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

18078 Lincoln Road, ca 1890, two-story, irregular 
footprint (47’ x 50’), intersecting gable roof, three 
bay with partial wrap around front porch and paired 
two-over-two windows. Setback 58’ from street. 

18087 Lincoln Road, ca 1870, two-story, 
rectangular footprint (37’ x 47’) front gable roof, 
two bay with project side bay, partial wrap around 
porch, decorative brackets porch and decorative 
shingles gable end. Setback 55’ from street.  
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Staff notes that the Appellants’ claim that the residence is 248 percent larger than closest neighbors 
and the reference to the net square footage of the residence is misleading in that almost half of the 
total square footage attributed to the residence is located below-grade in the basement. The 
Appellants’ appeal letter also states the “Main Block of the house exceeds the construction 
limitation of 10% of adjacent properties per GCHD Guidelines.”  The Appellants cite a checklist 
item in Appendix B: New Construction Checklist for the Goose Creek Historic District, G: Height, 
Width and Scale that states “Within 10 percent of adjacent” as a basis for their comparisons of the 
square footage and size of the residence to adjoining buildings (Attachment 1, Exhibit 7). The 
Appellants’ assertion that the prescribed percentage in the Guidelines is a reference to square 

18122 Lincoln Road, ca 1890, two-story, L-shaped 
footprint (46’ x 49’), front gable roof, five bay 
main block with first floor bay bump-out and shed 
roof porch. Scrolled porch and gable eave brackets.  
Setback 45’ from street.  
 

18188 Lincoln Road, ca 1870, two-story, 
rectangular footprint (25 x 62’), front gable roof, 
three bay main block with full front porch and side 
bay window. Setback 51’ from street.   
 

18187 Lincoln Road, ca 1908, two-story, 
rectangular footprint (38’ x 61’), commercial store 
front, gambrel roof, three bay main block with full 
enclosed front porch. Setback 14’ from street.  
 

18153 Lincoln Road, ca 1870, two-story, 
rectangular footprint (30’ x 58’), front intersecting 
gable roof, three bay main block with full front 
porch. Setback 25’ from street. 
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footage or size of buildings is incorrect and is taken out of context. The full excerpt from the Goose 
Creek Guidelines, Chapter 4, Guidelines for New Construction, Height, Width and Scale, 
Guideline 1 states “Establish the height of a proposed new building within ten percent of the 
average height of the adjacent historic structure to achieve visual compatibility.” Staff notes that 
the house is 31 feet in height and similar in height to the adjoining two-story home in keeping with 
the Guidelines.  Staff further notes that there is nothing within the Goose Creek Guidelines that 
references square footages or specifically limits the width or size of a building.  Instead, both the 
Guidelines and Section 6-1904 of the Zoning Ordinance reference the general form, mass, scale 
and height of buildings and their compatibility with other buildings within the District as the basis 
for HDRC decisions to approve or deny a CAPP.  
 
The HDRC Findings for CAPP-2020-0012 found that the overall scale, massing, and design of the 
house is compatible with the surrounding residential architecture.   
 
Appellant Position: Building Materials and Details 
The Appellants assert the architectural features on the main block of the house have no 
architectural reference to other houses on Lincoln Road other than the lap siding and two-over-
two, double-hung, simulated divided light windows.  The Appellants specifically identify the wide 
roof pitch, decorative gable timber truss finial, two-story bump-out on the front elevation and the 
use of single-light glass in the French doors on the rear elevation as inappropriate treatments that 
are not in keeping with Folk Victorian architecture or consistent with the Guidelines.   
 
Staff Response: Building Materials and Details 
In addition to sympathetic massing, width, and scale, appropriate building materials and 
architectural details are critical to blending new construction into a historic district. The Guidelines 
recommend that materials should be compatible with and complementary to adjacent historic 
buildings. Traditional materials, such as stone foundations; standing seam metal roofs; brick, stone 
and stucco wall cladding; wood siding and wood trim; and porch details and decorative features 
are preferred. Substitute materials such as smooth-faced cementitious siding (i.e., Hardie Plank) 
and composite trim may be appropriate for new construction if the traditional patterns are followed 
and they replicate the visual qualities and workability of the original material (Goose Creek 
Guidelines, Guidelines for New Construction: Materials and Textures, Guidelines 1-9, p.79). The 
Guidelines do not require exact historic reproductions in new construction but instead support the 
development of designs that incorporate materials and architectural features that pay homage to 
and blend with historic buildings within the District.  
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The Guidelines for New Construction specify that roofs should reflect the pitches of adjacent 
historic structures, which generally have pitches between seven-in-twelve and twelve-in-twelve in 
the District (Goose Creek Guidelines, Guidelines for New Construction: Roof Form and Materials, 
Guideline 2, p.66).  The roof of the main block of the approved residence is a front facing gable 
that is 31 feet in height to the ridge and has a ten-in-twelve pitch roof that is sheathed in a traditional 
black standing-seam metal in conformance with the Guidelines.  The roof pitch and width of the 
house is in keeping with other Victorian homes that also feature front facing gables and incorporate 
bump outs in the wall planes as illustrated in the photographs and descriptions above of other 
homes in the Village.  The Guidelines reference these historic Victorian homes as adopting a 
“complex form,” which is 
comprised of a combination of 
many boxes or projections and 
indentations (Goose Creek 
Guidelines, Guidelines for New 
Construction: Complexity of Form, 
text, p.63).  The Guidelines support 
the use of building forms that relate 
to historic precedents in the District 
(Goose Creek Guidelines, 
Guidelines for New Construction: 
Complexity of Form, Guideline 1, 
p.63). 
 
The Guidelines for New Construction support the use of architectural details that are found on 
existing historic buildings in the district (Goose Creek Guidelines, Guidelines for New 
Construction: Architectural Details and Decoration, Guideline 1, p.77).  Specifically, the 
Guidelines reference the use of the turned and sawn Victorian era woodwork including bracketed 
cornices, decorative window, and patterned wood shingles that adorn the upper gable ends of 
homes in the Village of Lincoln as examples of Victorian embellishments (Goose Creek 
Guidelines, Guidelines for New Construction: Architectural Details and Decoration, text, p.77). 
The proposed residence features a decorative timber truss with finial in the gable end of the front 
elevation, which while not a replica of an existing feature found on historic houses in the Village 
of Lincoln is a character-defining feature of Victorian architecture. Should the Board find the 
decorative gable end feature is not in keeping with the Guidelines or the architecture of the Village, 
a condition of approval may be developed to eliminate the architectural feature. 
 

Figure 6. Excerpt Goose Creek Guidelines for New Construction, 
Complexity of Form. 
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The rear elevation of the residence includes four sets of single-light French doors which provide 
access to a rear porch on the first-floor level and the yard on the basement level as well as additional 
light to the interior of the house.  The Guidelines for New Construction state that new doors should 
relate to the door styles found historically in the District and should use simple, traditional trim 
profiles that have the same dimensional qualities as the historic doors (Goose Creek Guidelines, 
Guidelines for New Construction: Doors, Windows and Shutters, Doors, Guidelines 5 & 6, p.72).   
The HDRC in their approval of the application recognized that the rear elevation of the residence 
was not visible from the street and provided flexibility in the design of the doors on the rear 
elevation. The other doors located on the front and side elevations of the residence that are visible 
from the street follow historic precedents and include raised wood panels and divided light glass 
with glass transoms above. The HDRC’s approval of CAPP-2020-0012 included a condition which 
affirmed that the “Rear of the house was approved as drawn.” Should the Board find that the lack 
of divided light glass in the French doors on the rear elevation is not consistent with the Guidelines, 
a condition of approval may be developed to specify the inclusion of divided light glass in the 
doors. However, staff notes that there are other examples of historic homes in the Village where 
replacement single-light French doors are located on the rear elevation.  
 
 
 
 

Figure 7. 18100 Lincoln Road, example of 
decorative Victorian scrolled woodwork and arched 
window on front facing, two bay, two-story gable 
end bump-out. 

Figure 8. View of house from Lincoln Road. Front 
(East) Elevation with architectural elements 
identified. 
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Overall, the HDRC Finding for CAPP-2020-0012 found that the materials and architectural details 
of the house are similar to other Folk Victorian style residences in the Village of Lincoln and 
consistent with the Guidelines for new construction within the Goose Creek Historic District.  The 
HDRC with their approval also include additional conditions of approval to further clarify the use 
of materials on the residence based on discussions during the meeting.  These conditions specify 
the use of smooth face Hardie-Plank siding; the provision of high-quality double-hung, two-over-
two, simulated divided light windows (Anderson 200 series); and the use of natural stone on the 
foundation and chimneys of the house, matching the photos presented in the application, that 
resembled native stone from the area. The Guidelines and Section 6-1904 of the Zoning Ordinance 
both identity the relationship of architectural features to the general, design, scale and arrangement 
of a building as criteria for evaluating the overall architectural compatibility with other buildings 
within the District as the basis for HDRC decisions to approve or deny a CAPP. In this instance, 
staff concludes that the exterior architectural features along with the General design, scale, 
arrangement, texture and materials which are proposed to be used on the residence are consistent 
with the other structures and features within the Goose Creek Historic and Cultural Conservation 
District.  
 
 
ALTERNATIVES:   
 
1. The Board may affirm or reverse, in whole or in part, or may modify the decisions of the 

HDRC. 
 

2. The Board may forward the item to a Committee or Board Business Meeting for further action. 
 
  

Figure 10.  Rear Elevation, 18159 Lincoln Rd, 
example of walkout stone basement and single-
light French door accessing a raised deck. 

Figure 9. Rear (West) elevation of the house with walk 
out-basement with architectural elements identified. 
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DRAFT MOTIONS: 
 
1. I move that the Board of Supervisors forward APPL-2020-0008, Appeal of Historic District 

Review Committee Decision on CAPP-2020-0012 to the March 2, 2021, Board Business 
Meeting for action.  

OR 

2a. I move that the Board of Supervisors suspend the rules.  

AND 

2b. I move the Board of Supervisors deny APPL-2020-0008 and uphold the decision of the 
HDRC to approve CAPP-2020-0012 based on the HDRC’s findings in the November 9, 
2020, HDRC Staff Report and with the Conditions of Approval included in the November 9, 
2020, HDRC Actions Summary as provided in Attachments 2 and 3 to the February 10, 2021, 
Board of Supervisors Public Hearing Staff Report. 

OR 

3.  I move an alternate motion. 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 
1. APPL-2020-0008  
2. Action Summary for November 9, 2020, HDRC Meeting and Plat and Architectural Drawings 

of CAPP-2020-0012 (Garage and Mudroom removed by staff to reflect approval)  
3. HDRC Staff Report for CAPP-2020-0012 (November 9, 2020) and CAPP-2020-0012 

Application Materials. 
 



Attachment 1



December 7, 2020 

Loudoun County Board of Supervisors 
Department of Planning and Zoning 
1 Harrison Street SE, 3rd Floor 
Leesburg VA 20175 

RE:  Appeal of Decision of the Historic District Review Committee; 
CAPP-2020-0012; Construction of a New Residence at 18179 Lincoln 
Road in the Goose Creek Historic District (Village of Lincoln) 

Dear Chair Randall and Members of the Board: 

Concerned friends and neighbors (the “Appellant”) of the subject property at 18179 
Lincoln Rd, Purcellville, Virginia 20132 (the “Property”), hereby appeal the November 9, 
2020 decision by the Historic District Review Committee (“HDRC”) allowing a 5,250 
square foot modern farmhouse in the heart of the rural, historic village of Lincoln.   

The proposed home's scale and massing are not compatible with the Village 
Conservation Overlay District, which is meant to “encourage the retention and 
reinforcement of the pattern, character, and visual identity of the individual village.”  
HDRC guidelines reinforce this by stating that “any new construction in Goose Creek 
needs to be carefully designed so that the new building respects its historic setting.”  

The process prior to the HDRC decision was broken with an incomplete application, 
HDRC Bylaw violations and a virtual public input format that was not inclusive and 
difficult to navigate.  A project in violation of the Goose Creek Historic District's 
Guidelines  should not have proceeded to HDRC review.  The attached two-car garage 1

monopolized the discussion, drawing attention away from a thorough review of the main 
block of the residence.   

The goal of the guidelines “is to preserve the physical character of Goose Creek, not to 
challenge or compete with it in the design of any new building. Thus the new building 
should be a “background” design, that is, one that does not draw attention to itself at the 
expense of its historic neighbors.”   At a 248 percent larger  and incompatible scale to 2 3

its closest neighbor, this proposed home will undoubtedly command one’s attention.  It 
does not maintain a proportional distance from adjacent homes as do all other houses 
in the village.  The proposed home does not preserve the historic feel of the main street 
of Lincoln Road and is not in keeping with the spirit of the guidelines.     

 GCHDG, Chapter Four - Guidelines for New Construction 1

 GCHDG, Chapter Four - Guidelines for New Construction, Section A. Introduction2

 Scale Comparison Data, Exhibit #2 3
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As residents of Loudoun County and the Village of Lincoln, we rely on the Loudoun 
County Planning Department Staff and the HDRC committee members to follow the 
guidelines.  If the neighbors and adjacent landowners did not take the time to review the 
plans and/or get involved in the hearing process, we may have never known that a non-
compliant structure was to be built within the Village of Lincoln.  But we have invested 
our time and energy to highlight our concerns to the committee and staff regarding the 
proposed structure with letters, emails, and public comment.  Unfortunately, our efforts 
were focused on fighting elements of the structure that should never have been brought 
to the committee for review.  If allowed more time to review the plans and the applicant’s 
information, we could have brought to light additional elements that also violated the 
guidelines, such as the building size and mass.  The application’s compliance is the sole 
responsibility of County Staff and the HDRC committee members, but due to a lack of 
oversight, we now look to the Board of Supervisors to ensure this application follows the 
HDRC Guidelines and Loudoun County Bylaws as outlined below.  

SUMMARY GROUNDS FOR APPEAL  

The Appellant hereby appeals the HDRC’s decision of the November 9, 2020 approval 
on the following grounds: 

1.   Process 
 The neighbors in our quaint village are threatened with an imposing, over-scaled   
 structure, our voices are not being heard, and the process to date was flawed on   
 many levels. 

A. Notification 
Neighbors, including those adjoining the property on the West, were unaware of 
the meeting with sufficient notice: 
• Violation of HDRC Bylaw 2.  Notice of Meeting.  Placard was not posted a 4

minimum of 14 days prior to the meeting and Violation of HDRC Bylaw 2(a). 
Placard was not weatherproof and did not hold up to the wind and rain.  The 
wind and rain on October 29, 2020 removed the sign from the wood stake 
and it blew across the property.   

• Violation of HDRC Bylaw 2(a). Placard was not posted on Cooksville Road, 
“clearly visible from each public road abutting the subject property.”   

• Sign states, “Meeting Location: Government Center, Purcellville Meeting 
Room, 1st Floor, 1 Harrison Street, S.E. Leesburg, VA” when the meeting 
was held virtually.   

B. Public Input 
There is not a clearly defined protocol for HDRC virtual meetings.  While dealing 
with the COVID pandemic, the community needs a more effective way to provide 
feedback:  

 Loudoun County Historic District Review Committee Bylaws, Exhibit #44
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• Webex meeting access required software download so several members of
the public were not able to access the meeting. 

• Dial-in callers had trouble accessing the meeting, were not given a "caller
number" upon entry and thus unaware if/when they were allowed to speak 
when “Caller Number X” was asked if they’d like to speak.  Several attendees 
were never taken off mute by the host so they could speak. 

• Written Public Comments - Citizens received no timely acknowledgement of
receipt.  What weight did the written comments bear and were the submitted 
letters distributed and discussed by the HDRC board prior to the meeting? 

C. Application
• Chairman of the HDRC stated:

“I think there’s insufficient information to review, think about, let the public 
see what it is you plan on using, and then respond to.  So with regards to 
coming to a conclusion tonight, it’s not my call but I’m thinking we’re early.  
There should be information provided, there should have been information 
provided, in the application which is not yet in our hands.”    5

• Incomplete Application - Bylaw #25 “action may be deferred if plans submitted
are incomplete or further consideration by the HDRC is necessary.”  Stone, 
windows, columns and siding were all unknown at time of HDRC review.  Per 
HDRC Chairman, "While you may have some of these, perhaps responses to 
some of these, it needs to be part of the application and I don’t think it 
currently is.”   There was no discussion of the house size or scale. 6

• Siting of the proposed home sits at a skewed angle  and does not reflect both7

of the adjacent historic structures along Lincoln Road.  “Village houses are 
sited to face the street and have small front yards.  Their consistent setback 
provides a rhythm along the street.”   The applicant’s site plan shows a 8

“boundary line perpendicular to the main road”  at an angle more 9

appropriately sited for this home. 
• The application shows the proposed home aligned with the adjacent structure

to the north, but the Willett home shown does NOT include the porch and 
does not accurately show home alignment.       10

 11.09.2020 HDRC Review Meeting, Minute 455

 11.09.2020 HDRC Review Meeting, Minute 476

 Scale and Massing Plans, Exhibit #17

 GCHDG, Chapter Four - Guidelines for New Construction, Section B.  Building Placement and Setback8

 HDRC 11-09-20 Meeting Packet, CAPP-2020-0012, Site Plan, Exhibit #5 9

 HDRC 11-09-20 Meeting Packet, CAPP-2020-0012, Site Plan, Exhibit #5 10
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• The guidelines state “In Lincoln, new construction should respect the 
consistent orientation of the front of each house to the primary street in the 
village:”  11

  

• Roof pitch does not match the pitch of the dormer per guidelines “Match the 
slope or pitch of the dormer roof to match to that of the roof of the main 
structure.”  12

• Guidelines direct to “Construct exterior chimneys of locally available 
fieldstone or brick in a historically accurate color-range for the Goose Creek 
district.”  yet the application states “Chimney Stone: we will source local 13

Catoctin or tan flagstone.”  This should have been clarified prior to application 
submission and HDRC review.   

• The application should not have been submitted for HDRC review with a two-
car, attached garage: 

"Detached one-car garages in Lincoln should follow the historic precedent 
for placement at the rear of the lot and facing the street.”   14

The garage and "hyphen" were ultimately deferred but this element 
monopolized the debate, distracting the conversation from the home's 
overall scale and massing which should have rightfully been allocated, 
and does require, its own review.  Was this an intentional distraction to 

 GCHDG, Chapter Four - Guidelines for New Construction, Section C. Orientation11

 GCHDG, Chapter Four - Guidelines for New Construction, Section J.  Guideline 312

 GCHDG, Chapter Four - Guidelines for New Construction, Section K.  Chimneys13

 GCHDG, Chapter Four - Guidelines for New Construction, Section C.  Orientation14
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draw attention away from the inappropriately large sale of the main 
house?  The guideline’s New Construction Checklist states the Height, 
Width, and Scale are to be “Within 10 percent of adjacent” per image 
below, and this was not discussed:  

• Applicant’s “Statement of Justification” states “the garage will be sitting in
essentially the same place as the previous structure” which is false.  The front 
of the proposed garage is 55 feet closer to the street than the three-sided run-
in structure that used to be on the site.  15

• Guidelines highlight the “Inappropriate treatment: Do not stain or leave doors,
windows and their frames, a natural wood color. Historically wood was 
painted to increase the longevity of the building material.”   Yet the 16

applicant’s “Cut Sheet of Exterior Materials” shows “Garage Doors: 
Functioning roll up doors in wood to look like true barn doors.  Wood/Stain to 
match Front and Side porch doors.” 

• This appeal takes issue with #15 of the bylaws whereby a member of the
board (Francis Fetzer) has a personal relationship with the applicants and 
stated such “I hesitate to speak a lot right in part because I do know the 
applicants."  This appeal considers the HDRC member as not being impartial 17

toward the applicants’ interest. 
15. “No HDRC member shall take part in the discussion or determination
of any application in which that member has a personal or financial 
interest unless such a member is asked a factual question by the 
Chairman.” 

• Applicant suggests employment in regards to the house’s proposed stone
work to board member, Mr. Allen Cochran, a noted local stonemason: 

“I’m working through the nature of the look…Happy to speak with you 
further too about the work you do and being able to employ you as well.” 

 Scale and Massing Plans, Exhibit #1, page 7 15

 GCHDG, Chapter Four - Guidelines for New Construction, Section M.  Doors, Windows and Shutters16

 HDRC Review Meeting 11/9/2020, Minute 2917
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Mr. Cochran immediately stops it with, “Well I’m not sure that’s what we 
should be talking about.”   18

• The HDRC committee is responsible for following the guidelines, yet 
comments were made that were not in keeping with the spirit of the 
guidelines,  

“if you own the land, damnit, you oughta be able to do something with it if 
you want”  and 19

“let them do whatever they want with the back of the house….The letter of 
the law…i’m for you building it the way you want.”  20

• HDRC Chairman states following applicants’ response to public comment, the 
meeting is to close to outside conversation, but the applicants remained an 
active part of the discussion for the entirety of the review, guiding the 
approval:   

“Let me give you all a chance, if you like, to respond to the neighborhood 
comments.  Following that we will go into discussion with just within the 
committee but before we close all outside conversations, if you would like to 
offer any comments, this would be the time to do that.”  21

E.  Outcome of Approval in November 9, 2020 HDRC Meeting

Appeal takes issue with the decision as stated in the November 9, 2020 
DRAFT HDRC Action Summary meeting minutes per:

Main block of the house approved as drawn  22

• Appeal Comment: Main block of house exceeds construction limitation 
of 10% of adjacent properties per GCHD Guidelines.  23

• Appeal Comment: Main block of house has no architectural reference to 
other houses on Lincoln Road other than siding and 2/2 windows. Roof 
pitch is wide. Peak detail is not native to Virginia. Window separation is 
not consistent with other true Folk Victorian homes on street, nor are the 
stained doors.  Bump-outs are not consistent with those of Folk Victorian 
architecture. 

 HDRC Review Meeting 11/9/2020, Minute 2718

 HDRC Review Meeting 11/9/2020, Minute 14519

 HDRC Review Meeting 11/9/2020, Minute 14620

 HDRC Review Meeting 11/9/2020, Minute 12121

 HDRC Action Summary, November 9, 2020, CAPP-2020-0012, P.2, last line, Exhibit #622

 GCHDG, Chapter Four - Guidelines for New Construction, Appendix B. New Construction Checklist, 23

Section G. Height, Width and Scale, Exhibit #7.  
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Defer action on garage and hyphen to future meeting (not approved)24

• Appeal Comment: If not approved, why defer? If not approved now, why 
should re-application result in a different approval outcome? This 
invalidates the process and sets a precedent for continued review and 
potential approval. This conversation led the attendees, and certainly the 
applicant, to believe it would be approved later, but not now. Attached 
garages are not features consistent with any house on Lincoln Road in 
the Village of Lincoln. The design does not create the effect of having 
been added over time nor does its setback diminish its presence. The 
attached garage and large scale of the overarching structure is not in 
keeping with the spirit of the guidelines. 

Rear of the house approved as drawn25

• Appeal Comment: Rear of proposed home shows eight single-pane 
glass doors, not per GCHD Guidelines which calls out “Inappropriate 
Treatments - Doors and Windows, 6. Do not use large single-pane bay 
windows as there is no precedent for their use in historic Goose Creek 
structures.”   With the recent clearing of the woods, the rear of the 26

proposed home will be visible to Cooksville Road and the adjacent 
properties to the west, as well as the adjoining neighbors from their 
properties.  

2.  Incompatibility of Massing and Scale
This approval impacts the historic integrity of the modest, Quaker Village of Lincoln and 
a modern farmhouse is more appropriately suited for a rural acreage.  

A. GCHDG New Construction Checklist “developed for the Historic District Review 
Committee to use when considering the design of new construction and the 
architectural review process” states height, width and scale to be “Within 10 
percent of adjacent” and “similar width and height to existing.”27

The proposed home in relation to adjacent homes:

 HDRC Action Summary, November 9, 2020, CAPP-2020-0012, P.3, line 5, Exhibit #624

 HDRC Action Summary, November 9, 2020, CAPP-2020-0012, P.3, line 4, Exhibit #625

 GCHDG, Chapter Four - Guidelines for New Construction, Section M. Doors, Windows, Shutters26

 GCHDG Appendix B: New Construction Checklist, Section G. Height, Width and Scale, Exhibit #727
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B. Section 6-1904 of the Revised 1993 Zoning Ordinance (Historic District 
Ordinance), Criteria for Certificate of Appropriateness, states: 

“the HDRC shall base its decision to approve or deny a CAPP on whether the 
proposals therein are architecturally compatible with the other buildings, 
structures, sites, or landmark located within the subject Historic District. In 
applying such standard, the HDRC …shall consider factors to include…
(b)General design, scale, and arrangement…and the relationship of [design, 
scale and arrangement] to other structures and features of the subject Historic 
District.” 

C. Proposed home's scale and massing are not compatible with existing homes in 
the rural historic village.   28

D. The covered footprint of the home is 2,223sf larger than the adjacent Willett 
home and not in keeping with the historic architectural integrity of the village.  
Goose Creek Historic District Guidelines require the streetscape to be “visually 
unobtrusive” and the proposed home shares a stark resemblance to the 
“INAPPROPRIATE EXAMPLE of mass for new construction in Lincoln…The 
large mass breaks the historic rhythm of the street and looks out of place with its 
counterparts.”  29

 John G. Lewis Historic Document, Exhibit #328

 GCHDG, Chapter Four - Guidelines for New Construction, Section E. Massing 29
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E. Approval for a 5 bedroom, 4 full bath, 5,250 sf of living space (covered porches 
excluded) in one main house block is not compatible for a lot with a former 1,518 
sf home. (See Exhibit #1)  The guidelines refer to the “INNAPROPRIATE 
TREATMENT - Do not contain an entire structure in one mass.” and 
recommends “Reduce the perceived mass by dividing the structure into simple 
intersecting masses with varying rooflines according to existing historic 
structures.”  30

F. What will this house actually look like in the village?  Front and back elevations 
are shown with no comparison to adjoining structures.  The back elevation is 
three stories with a walkout basement - this does not exist in any of the adjacent 
properties other than those with small cellars.  

G. Regarding pitch and slope of the roof, the guidelines state,  “Inappropriate 
Treatment - Avoid creating a large mass that will result in a very tall, steeply 
pitched roof.”  The main roofline is wider in proportion to other Folk Victorian 
houses in the Village, yet creates a large mass on the North slope.  In addition, 
the main body of the house has a front bump-out not in character of a Folk 
Victorian house.  There is not a traditional precedent for a front extension in this 
style.       

For the reasons stated above, the adjacent and adjoining neighbors hereby request that 
the Board of Supervisors rescind approval for the Certificate of Appropriateness 
2020-0012.   The Appellant has provided the following proposed Motion for use by any 31

Board Member willing to advance it. 

I move that the Board of Supervisors rescind the approval of Certificate of 
Appropriateness 2020-0012 as approved on the November 9, 2020 Historic 
District Review Committee meeting.  It is requested the applicant revise the 
house’s design to maintain consistency with the architectural style, scale, 
properly placed elements, finishes, setback and massing to fit with the character 
of The Village of Lincoln as the guidelines intend to impact.  

A homeowner, when designing a home or addition to a property in the Goose Creek 
Historic District, is obliged to follow guidelines. Respectfully designing in their intended 
spirit will continue to reflect the proud history of this humble village and preserve it for 
residents and visitors alike. Thank you for your assistance in this matter and for your 
dedication to the importance of preserving the integrity and character of the sole rural 
historic village in the Goose Creek Historic District.   

 GCHDG, Chapter Four - Guidelines for New Construction, Section E. Massing 30

  HDRC Action Summary, November 9, 2020, CAPP-2020-0012, Exhibit #631
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Respectfully submitted,  

Linda and Jon Bock, 18159 Lincoln Road 
Brianne and Jedediah Carr, 18129 Lincoln Road 
John Ecker and Paola Sequeira, 18188 Lincoln Road 
Dave and Michelle Edwards, 18135 Lincoln Road 
Andrew and Michelle McKnight, 37782 Cooksville Road 
Tim and Kristin O’Rourke, 18187 Lincoln Road 
Janice R. Pierce, 18165 Lincoln Road 
Christi and Adam Porter, 18153 Lincoln Road 
Beth Richardson, 18166 Lincoln Road 
Emily and James Willett, 18173 Lincoln Road  

Exhibits: 

1. Scale and Massing Plans 
2. Existing Building Scale Comparison Data 
3. John G. Lewis Historic Document 
4. Loudoun County Historic District Review Committee Bylaws 
5. HDRC 11-09-20 Meeting Packet - CAPP-2020-0012, p. 94-108 
6. HDRC 11-09-20 Action Summary DRAFT  
7. Loudoun County Historic and Cultural Conservation District Guidelines, Appendix B: 

New Construction Checklist 
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18179 LINCOLN RD

ORIGINAL HOUSE

PROPOSED NEW HOUSE



VILLAGE OF LINCOLN

SURROUNDING 
PROPERTIES 
SCALE OF HOUSES
18179 LINCOLN RD

ORIGINAL HOUSE MASS

PROPOSED NEW HOUSE MASS



VILLAGE OF LINCOLN

PHOTO OF FORMER 
HISTORIC RESIDENCE
18179 LINCOLN RD

ORIGINAL HOUSE



ORIGINAL HOUSE

PROPOSED HOUSE

VILLAGE OF LINCOLN

MASS SCALE AND STYLE 
COMPARISONS
HISTORIC RESIDENCE
MODERN FARMHOUSE
18179 LINCOLN RD



VILLAGE OF LINCOLN

FAÇADE OF PROPOSED
HOUSE
18179 LINCOLN RD



VILLAGE OF LINCOLN

PROPOSED GARAGE/ 
RUN-IN STRUCTURE
18179 LINCOLN RD



VILLAGE OF LINCOLN 
ADJACENT PROPERTY SCALE COMPARISON TO 18179 LINCOLN ROAD

NOTE:
Per the Goose Creek Historic Guidelines, Appendix B:
New Construction Checklist, Section G

- Within 10 percent of adjacent
- Similar Width and height to existing
- Bay divisions reflect historic patterns
- Includes porch or portico where such precedents exists

Proposed House Adjacent/Abutting Properties

Owner Rafalski Willett O'Rourke McKnight

Address 18179 Lincoln Road 18173 Lincoln Road 18187 Lincoln Road 37782 Cooksville Road

Variance Variance Variance

Width 48’ 24’ 100% 36’ 33% 35’ 37%

Depth 65’ 40’ 63% 58’ 12% 35’ 86%

Footprint (SF) 3,120 SF 897 SF 248% 2,088 SF 49% 888 SF 251%

Exhibit 2, page 1



VILLAGE OF LINCOLN 
SURROUNDING PROPERTY SCALE COMPARISON TO 18179 LINCOLN ROAD

First Name First Name Owner Last Name House Number Lot Width House Width Lot Size Basement Area Net Total
Adam Megan Rafalski 18179 98 48 2.17 3120 2083 5250 5250

First Name First Name Owner Last Name House Number Lot Width House Width Lot Size Basement Area* Net Total Variance
James Emily Willett 18173 57 24 0.26 625 1478 1478 255%
Tim Kristin O'Rourke 18187 100 38 0.56 864 3324 3324 58% **

Andrew Michelle McKnight 37782 88 35 0.52 660 1380 1380 280%
Janis Pierce 18165 96 37 0.47 1081 1793 1793 193%

Jon Linda Bock 18159 85 30 0.62 700 1750 1750 200%
Beth Richardson 18166 111 24 0.51 858 1818 1818 189%

John Paola Ecker/Sequeira 18188 114 24 0.43 672 2061 2061 155%
Robert Christine Porter 18153 75 30 0.73 N/A 2825 2825 86%
David Michelle Edwards 18135 181 51 0.91 928 2376 3151 67%

Jedediah Brianne Carr 18129 105 58 0.46 710 2196 2196 139%
David Lohmann 18115 105 26 0.5 1000 1806 1806 191%

Treffen Jilori White 18019 102 32 0.53 684 3660 3660 43% ***
Michael Lillian Rohrer 18103 52 21 0.21 N/A 1440 1440 265%
Sucha Lee Becky 18087 105 37 0.85 1083 2437 2437 115%
Glenn Avie Hardwood 18081 85 65 1.8 1120 2604 2604 102%

Gregory Susan Yantis 18078 129 47 0.62 1366 2792 2792 88%
Eric Linda Trueblood 18096 76 35 0.54 1040 1040 1040 405%
Eric Linda Trueblood 18100 87 40 0.49 N/A 2664 2664 97%

Dawn Beach 18106 110 31 0.67 672 1233 1233 326%
Rosaline Peyton 18122 217 47 4.33 1057 2355 2355 123%

Daniel Elizabeth Miller 37824 177 30 0.99 634 2112 2112 149%
David Mark Hoag/Fitzgerald 37821 162 29 0.84 320 1916 1916 174%

* Majority of existing home basements are uninhabitable storage space, to include dirt cellars and exterior access only. 
** ORIGINAL W.E. NICHOLS STORE BUILDING
*** ORIGINAL ORTHODOX FRIENDS MEETING HOUSE

Exhibit 2, page 2



















































LOUDOUN COUNTY HISTORIC DISTRICT REVIEW COMMITTEE 
BYLAWS 

 
Adopted December 4, 1995 

With amendments adopted through February 13, 2017. 
 
The Historic District Review Committee (HDRC) is appointed by the Board of Supervisors 
and assumes its duties as prescribed in Section 6-300 et seq., Section 6-1800 et seq., 
and Section 6-1900 et seq. of the Revised 1993 Loudoun County Zoning Ordinance 
(Zoning Ordinance).   
 
1. Regular Meetings will be held monthly, generally on the second Monday of each 

month at 6:00 P.M. and will be open to the public although they are not official public 
hearings. 
  

2. Notice of Meeting.  The current meeting agenda will be posted on the Loudoun 
County website a minimum of five (5) calendar days prior to the scheduled meeting 
date.  Once posted, the agenda may be revised at any point prior to the meeting.  
For each application, the Planning Department staff representative (“Staff”) will post 
a placard on the subject property.  The placard will be posted a minimum of fourteen 
(14) and no more than thirty calendar (30) days prior to the meeting at which the 
application will be reviewed by the HDRC.  No placard will be required for 
applications pursuant to Section 6-1902(A)(2)(b), Certificate of Appropriateness-
Administrative for Minor Action (CAPA). 
 

a. Location of Placards. Placards will be affixed to a pole, post, fence or other 
structure to be clearly visible from each public road abutting the subject 
property. If a public road does not abut the property, then the placard will be 
posted so as to be clearly visible from the access points to said property. 
Placards will be weatherproof. 

b. Contents of Placards. Placards will contain: 
i. The time, date and place of the meeting; 
ii.  A brief description of the matter being heard; 
iii. Identification of the land that is the subject of the application including the 

Property Identification Number (PIN) and complete address of the 
property if one exists. 

c. Removal of Placards.  Staff will remove all posted placards no later than 
fifteen (15) calendar days after the application has been acted upon.  
Destruction or removal of a placard prior to a public meeting may result in 
deferral of action; however, the HDRC may determine that sufficient public 
notice was provided.  If an application is deferred by the HDRC or applicant 
for any reason, a new placard will be posted a minimum of fourteen (14) 
calendar days prior to the next scheduled meeting where the application will 
be reviewed. 
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3. Special Meetings may be called by the Chairman in order to continue the discussion 
of an item from the agenda of a Regular Meeting or if a quorum could not be achieved 
at a Regular Meeting.  Special Meeting agendas will be posted on the Loudoun County 
website at least five (5) calendar days prior to the Special Meeting.  Placards will be 
required to be posted in the same manner as for Regular Meetings except that the 
placard will be posted a minimum of (5) calendar days prior to the Special Meeting. 
 

4. All meetings shall be open to the public with the exception of closed sessions 
conducted in conformance with the Virginia Freedom of Information Act.  Members of 
the public who wish to speak must sign up with the Secretary prior to commencement 
of the meeting and indicate the issue or application they wish to address.  Speakers 
will be given 3 minutes to address the HDRC.  If an individual speaker is representing 
a group and/or is reading a statement from a group, they shall be given 5 minutes to 
address the HDRC.  These time limits may be modified at the Chairman’s discretion. 
No individual will be allowed to address the HDRC more than once in regard to an 
issue or application unless specifically requested by a member of the HDRC who has 
received the approval of the Chairman.  After all interested members of the public 
have spoken the period of public comment will be closed.   
 

5. General public comment will be heard prior to the commencement of HDRC business. 
The HDRC will hear public comment related to specific applications for Certificates of 
Appropriateness (CAPP) or other items on the agenda prior to the HDRC’s 
consideration of each application on the agenda.  Applicants will be given the 
opportunity to respond to public comment and staff comments. 
 

6. Applicants should appear in person.  They may be accompanied by architects and/or 
builders.  
 
a. If an applicant is not in attendance, the HDRC may elect to defer the application 

or proceed with a decision.  
b. An applicant may provide written permission authorizing a representative to 

attend the meeting in his/her place.  Such written permission must be provided to 
HDRC staff prior to 5:00 pm on the day of the meeting or provided in writing to the 
Chairman prior to the start of the meeting.  

 
7. The HDRC shall be governed by Sections 6-300 through 6-307, Sections 6-1800 

through 6-1810 and Sections 6-1900 through 6-1908, including the Historic District 
Guidelines, of the Zoning Ordinance. 
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8. Applicants will be directed to the Loudoun County website to access the Historic 
District Guidelines when submitting a CAPP application. A copy of the full Historic 
District Guidelines referenced in Section 6-1905 of the Zoning Ordinance is available 
through the Department of Planning.   

 
9. HDRC members are responsible for attending all regularly scheduled meetings.  It is 

the member’s obligation to notify the Chairman or Vice-Chairman when unable to 
attend a meeting.  Members are not permitted to miss more than 3 consecutive 
meetings without prior notification to the Chairman or Vice Chairman of the Committee 
who will evaluate each circumstance on a case by case basis.  Should it be determined 
that it is in the best interest of the HDRC to replace a member due to inactivity, the 
Chairman and/or Vice Chairman will ask said member for resignation and notify the 
Board of Supervisors of the vacancy. 
 

10. The Chairman of the HDRC shall be elected by majority vote of the entire membership 
of the HDRC and shall serve for a term of one year.  The term shall begin July 1 of 
each year.  The Chairman is eligible for re-election for as many terms as the HDRC 
wishes. 
 

11. The Vice-Chairman of the HDRC shall be elected by majority vote of the entire 
membership of the HDRC and shall serve for a term of one year.  The term shall begin 
July 1 of each year.  The Vice-Chairman is eligible for re-election for as many terms 
as the HDRC wishes. 
 

12. The Planning Department staff representative shall serve as Secretary to the HDRC 
although such Staff shall not be an actual member of the HDRC.   
 

13. A majority of current members shall constitute a quorum. A quorum must be present 
to conduct any meeting or to move a motion for vote. 
 

14. The HDRC may form sub-committees as it deems necessary.  
 

15. No HDRC member shall take part in the discussion or determination of any application 
in which that member has a personal or financial interest unless such member is asked 
a factual question by the Chairman. 
 

16. No HDRC member shall vote on any matter deciding a deferred application unless he 
or she shall have attended the meeting at which earlier deliberations took place or has 
the approval of the Chairman to vote.  The Chairman's approval shall be subject to 
the assurance by the member that he or she is familiar with the application through 
study of the file and the minutes of any meetings at which the application was 
discussed. 
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17. HDRC members shall not discuss any application with any applicant or other persons 
with any kind of interest in the property prior to the meeting at which the application is 
to be discussed.  Persons desiring information about an application shall be referred 
to Staff and to the official application file, which shall be retained in the Department of 
Planning. 
 

18.  The HDRC may reconsider an action only at the same meeting at which it was made 
or the immediately following meeting.  A motion for reconsideration may be made only 
by a member voting with the prevailing side or one who has not voted on the question.  
No action may be reconsidered more than once unless it is materially amended after 
each reconsideration. 
 

19.  A motion shall be made and duly seconded and voted upon by all members of the 
HDRC who are present.  The Chairman shall also vote and may make and second 
motions.   
 

20.  Any motion may be amended if the maker and seconder of the motion accept the 
amendment.   
 

21. The motion shall contain all findings for approval or findings for denial and any 
associated conditions of approval for an application. 
 

22. Any action taken shall require the affirmative vote of a majority of the HDRC members 
present and voting.  . 
 

23. A tie vote on a motion will not carry the motion. 
 

24. Failure of a motion couched in the negative does not authorize positive action. 
 

25. If possible, the approval or denial of an application for a CAPP shall be given on the 
date it is considered and the applicant so notified.  However, the action may be 
deferred if plans submitted are incomplete or further consideration by the HDRC is 
necessary.  
 

26. The HDRC may make a site visit before making a decision. 
 

27. Once a decision has been made, a letter shall be sent by first class mail to the 
applicant stating the decision.  Staff shall inform the Department of Building and 
Development of the approval or denial of an application as soon as the HDRC has 
rendered its decision. 
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28. The reference publications used in the HDRC’s decision making process are: 
 
a. Criteria in Section 6-1904 of the Zoning Ordinance; 
b. The Historic District Guidelines; and 
c. The U.S. Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

 
Precedence shall be given to the Historic District Guidelines because they are specific to 
the County's individual Historic Districts and are Guidelines for new construction as well 
as renovation and restoration. 

 
29. The HDRC and staff may make inspections for compliance with the CAPP as needed 

throughout the building process.  In the event of infraction of the HDRC’s decision, the 
matter shall be reported to the Zoning Administrator as a zoning violation. 
 

30.  Any apparent violation of the Bylaws should be reported by any member of the HDRC 
to the Chairman (or to the Vice-Chairman in the event of an alleged violation involving 
the Chairman).  In order for any action to be taken with respect to an alleged violation, 
such alleged violation must be reported by the member within 30 days after the 
member becomes aware of the alleged violation.  The Chairman (or Vice-Chairman in 
the event of an alleged violation involving the Chairman) shall within 7 days call the 
matter to the attention of the alleged violating member and the HDRC.  The HDRC 
may make such inquiry into the matter as deemed appropriate to confirm any factual 
aspects related to the reported violation, and attempt to achieve an informal resolution.  
If an informal resolution of the violation between the violating HDRC member and the 
other members of the HDRC cannot be reached, the HDRC may by motion and vote, 
send a letter to the Board of Supervisors requesting disciplinary action which may 
include a formal warning, reprimand, or censure; provided, however, that said motion 
passes by 2/3 vote of the membership of the HDRC. 

 
 

































HISTORIC DISTRICT REVIEW COMMITTEE 

ACTION SUMMARY 
November 9, 2020 

The Historic District Review Committee held its regular meeting on Monday, November 
9, 2020. Due to the ongoing COVID-19 Pandemic, the meeting was conducted as an 
Electronic Meeting pursuant to the Continuity Ordinance adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors on October 14, 2020. For this meeting all Historic District Review Committee 
members and applicants participated remotely. Seven members of the public participated 
remotely and spoke on CAPP-2020-0012 Rafalski at the meeting.  

Present and participating in the meeting remotely were Chairman Karl Riedel, and 
Committee members Allen Cochran, Francie Fetzer, Christy Hertel, Bernadette Light, 
Lewis Leigh and Ginger Stephens. Pat Giglio and Dan Galindo from the Department of 
Planning and Zoning staffed the meeting.  Chairman Karl Riedel called the meeting to 
order at 6:02 P.M.  

Action Items:  

CAPP-2020-0008 Stacy “Tate” Leach, Construction of an Accessory Structure at 
18956 Shelburne Glebe Road in the Goose Creek Historic District. PIN # 422-20-
3532. 

Mr. Leigh moved that the Historic District Review Committee approve Certificate of 
Appropriateness 2020-0008 for the construction of an accessory structure at 18956 
Shelburne Glebe Road and further identified as PIN # 422-20-3532  in the Goose Creek 
Historic and Cultural Conservation District  based on the findings included in the staff 
report dated November 9, 2020 as submitted.  

 Mrs. Hertel seconded the motion and the motion carried 7-0-0. 

CAPP-2020-0009 Stephen and Jennifer Fuller, Construction of a New Residence 
and Detached Garage at 19101 Shelburne Glebe Road in the Goose Creek Historic 
District. PIN # 422-28-2581. 

Mr. Cochran moved that the Historic District Review Committee approve Certificate of 
Appropriateness 2020-0009 for the construction of a single-family residence with 
detached garage at 19101 Shelburne Glebe Road and further identified as PIN # 422-28-
2581 in the Goose Creek Historic and Cultural Conservation District  based on the findings 
included in the staff report dated November 9, 2020 as submitted.  

Attachment 2



Mrs. Fetzer seconded the motion and the motion carried 7-0-0. 

CAPP-2020-0010 Robert “Doug” McMaster, Construction of a New Residence at 
38092 Howards Farm Lane in the Goose Creek Historic District. PIN # 455-30-2467.

Mrs. Fetzer moved that the Historic District Review Committee approve Certificate of 
Appropriateness 2020-0010 for the construction of a single-family residence at 38092 
Howards Farm Lane and further identified as PIN # 455-30-2467  in the Goose Creek 
Historic and Cultural Conservation District based on the findings included in the staff 
report dated November 9, 2020 with the following conditions:  

Eaves will feature exposed rafter tails at depth depicted on drawings.  
Stone as submitted in application. 

Mr. Leigh seconded the motion and the motion carried 7-0-0. 

CAPP-2020-0011 Stacy “Tate” Leach, Addition to an Existing Residence at 18956 
Shelburne Glebe Road in the Goose Creek Historic District. PIN # 422-20-3532. 

Mrs. Hertel moved that the Historic District Review Committee approve Certificate of 
Appropriateness 2020-0011, for additions to an existing residence  at 18956 Shelburne 
Glebe Road and further identified as PIN # 422-20-3532  in the Goose Creek Historic and 
Cultural Conservation District based on the findings included in the staff report dated 
November 9, 2020.  Mrs. Light seconded the motion. 

Mr. Leigh provided an amendment to the motion with the following condition. 

Replace window grills on main block of the existing house to two-over-two to match 
the additions. 

Mrs. Hertel and Mrs. Light accepted the friendly amendment and the motion carried 7-
0-0. 

CAPP-2020-0012 Adam and Megan Rafalski, Construction of a New Residence at 
18179 Lincoln Road in the Goose Creek Historic District (Village of Lincoln). PIN # 
455-37-0113 

Mr. Cochran moved that the Historic District Review Committee approve Certificate of 
Appropriateness CAPP-2020-0012, for the construction of a single-family residence at 
18179 Lincoln Road and further identified as PIN # 455-37-0113 in the Goose Creek 
Historic and Cultural Conservation District (Village of Lincoln) based on the findings 
included in the staff report dated November 9, 2020 with the following conditions: 

Main block of the house approved as drawn 



Smooth Hardie-Plank siding
 Anderson 200 Series or better, double-hung, two-over-two, simulated divide light 

windows 
 Natural Stone to resemble photos in application 
 Rear of the house approved as drawn 
 Defer action on garage and hyphen to future meeting (not approved). 

 

Mr. Leigh seconded the motion and the motion carried 7-0-0. 
 
Historic District Review Committee Action Summary August 10, 2020  
 
Mr. Leigh moved to approve the August 10, 2020 Action Summary as submitted. Mrs. 
Fetzer seconded the motion and the motion carried 7-0-0. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:20 PM.































HISTORIC DISTRICT REVIEW COMMITTEE

ACTION SUMMARY
November 9, 2020

The Historic District Review Committee held its regular meeting on Monday, November 
9, 2020. Due to the ongoing COVID-19 Pandemic, the meeting was conducted as an 
Electronic Meeting pursuant to the Continuity Ordinance adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors on October 14, 2020. For this meeting, all Historic District Review Committee 
members and applicants participated remotely. Seven members of the public participated 
remotely and spoke on CAPP-2020-0012 Rafalski at the meeting.

Present and participating in the meeting remotely were Chairman Karl Riedel, and 
Committee members Allen Cochran, Francie Fetzer, Christy Hertel, Bernadette Light,
Lewis Leigh, and Ginger Stephens. Pat Giglio and Dan Galindo from the Department of 
Planning and Zoning staffed the meeting. Chairman Karl Riedel called the meeting to 
order at 6:02 P.M. 

Action Items: 

CAPP-2020-0008 Stacy “Tate” Leach, Construction of an Accessory Structure at 
18956 Shelburne Glebe Road in the Goose Creek Historic District. PIN # 422-20-
3532.

Mr. Leigh moved that the Historic District Review Committee approve Certificate of 
Appropriateness 2020-0008 for the construction of an accessory structure at 18956 
Shelburne Glebe Road and further identified as PIN # 422-20-3532  in the Goose Creek 
Historic and Cultural Conservation District  based on the findings included in the staff 
report dated November 9, 2020 as submitted. 

Mrs. Hertel seconded the motion and the motion carried 7-0-0.

CAPP-2020-0009 Stephen and Jennifer Fuller, Construction of a New Residence 
and Detached Garage at 19101 Shelburne Glebe Road in the Goose Creek Historic 
District. PIN # 422-28-2581.

Mr. Cochran moved that the Historic District Review Committee approve Certificate of 
Appropriateness 2020-0009 for the construction of a single-family residence with 
detached garage at 19101 Shelburne Glebe Road and further identified as PIN # 422-28-
2581 in the Goose Creek Historic and Cultural Conservation District  based on the findings 
included in the staff report dated November 9, 2020 as submitted. 
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Mrs. Fetzer seconded the motion and the motion carried 7-0-0.

CAPP-2020-0010 Robert “Doug” McMaster, Construction of a New Residence at 
38092 Howards Farm Lane in the Goose Creek Historic District. PIN # 455-30-2467.

Mrs. Fetzer moved that the Historic District Review Committee approve Certificate of 
Appropriateness 2020-0010 for the construction of a single-family residence at 38092
Howards Farm Lane and further identified as PIN # 455-30-2467  in the Goose Creek 
Historic and Cultural Conservation District based on the findings included in the staff 
report dated November 9, 2020 with the following conditions: 

Eaves will feature exposed rafter tails at depth depicted on drawings.
Stone as submitted in application.

Mr. Leigh seconded the motion and the motion carried 7-0-0.

CAPP-2020-0011 Stacy “Tate” Leach, Addition to an Existing Residence at 18956 
Shelburne Glebe Road in the Goose Creek Historic District. PIN # 422-20-3532.

Mrs. Hertel moved that the Historic District Review Committee approve Certificate of 
Appropriateness 2020-0011, for additions to an existing residence  at 18956 Shelburne 
Glebe Road and further identified as PIN # 422-20-3532  in the Goose Creek Historic and 
Cultural Conservation District based on the findings included in the staff report dated 
November 9, 2020.  Mrs. Light seconded the motion.

Mr. Leigh provided an amendment to the motion with the following condition.

Replace window grills on main block of the existing house to two-over-two to match
the additions.

Mrs. Hertel and Mrs. Light accepted the friendly amendment and the motion carried 7-
0-0.

CAPP-2020-0012 Adam and Megan Rafalski, Construction of a New Residence at 
18179 Lincoln Road in the Goose Creek Historic District (Village of Lincoln). PIN # 
455-37-0113

Mr. Cochran moved that the Historic District Review Committee approve Certificate of 
Appropriateness CAPP-2020-0012, for the construction of a single-family residence at 
18179 Lincoln Road and further identified as PIN # 455-37-0113 in the Goose Creek 
Historic and Cultural Conservation District (Village of Lincoln) based on the findings 
included in the staff report dated November 9, 2020 with the following conditions: 

Main block of the house approved as drawn



Smooth Hardie-Plank siding
Anderson 200 Series or better, double-hung, two-over-two, simulated divide light
windows
Natural Stone to resemble photos in application
Rear of the house approved as drawn
Defer action on garage and hyphen to a future meeting (not approved).

Mr. Leigh seconded the motion and the motion carried 7-0-0.

Historic District Review Committee Action Summary August 10, 2020 

Mr. Leigh moved to approve the August 10, 2020 Action Summary as submitted. Mrs. 
Fetzer seconded the motion and the motion carried 7-0-0.

The meeting was adjourned at 10:20 PM. 
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