Packet Guide

City of Charlottesville

Board of Architectural Review

Regular Meeting

November 21, 2023, 5:30 p.m.

Hybrid Meeting (In-person at CitySpace and virtual via Zoom)

F.

Pre-Meeting Discussion
Regular Meeting

Matters from the public not on the agenda [or on the Consent Agenda] (please limit to 3
minutes per speaker)

Consent Agenda (Note: Any consent agenda item may be pulled and moved to the regular
agenda if a BAR member wishes to discuss it, or if any member of the public is present to
comment on it. Pulled applications will be discussed at the beginning of the meeting.)

1. Meeting minutes September 2023 and October 2023.
Deferred Items

No items.

New Items

2. Certificate of Appropriateness Application
BAR 23-11-01
410 East High Street, TMP 530033000
North Downtown ADC District
Owner: City Of Charlottesville & County Of Albemarle
Applicant: Eric Amtmann, DGP Architects [on behalf of Albemarle County]
Project: Albemarle Co. Courthouse 1938 Building — south entrance alterations

Other Business

3. Staff questions/discussion
= BAR appointments, elect chair/co-chair (In December?)
=  Windows (update recent activity/inquires).
= BAR awards 2023 (See list below)
= Update: City streetlights — LEDs.
= Update on code revisions.

4. Design Guidelines discussion (Time permitting)
=  Update
= DT Mall

Adjourn
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BAR Awards from prior years

We are not required to present annual awards, nor is the following a formal list of award categories.
e Adaptive Re-Use and Rehabilitation of a Historic Structure

Special Contribution to the Cultural Landscape of Charlottesville

Best New Construction in an Historic District

Outstanding Individual Achievement

Important Preservation of a Significant Neighborhood Structure (or Building)

Preston A. Coiner Preservation Award [to an individual]

2023 and 2024 (tentative) BAR schedule

Meeting date Submittal Deadline
Tuesday, December 19, 2023 Tuesday, November 28, 2023
Wednesday, January 17, 2024 Tuesday, December 26, 2023
Wednesday, February 21, 2024 Tuesday, January 30, 2024
Tuesday, March 19, 2024 Tuesday, February 27, 2024
Tuesday, April 16, 2024 Tuesday, March 26, 2024
Tuesday, May 21, 2024 Tuesday, April 30, 2024
Tuesday, June 18, 2024 Tuesday, May 28, 2024
Tuesday, July 16, 2024 Tuesday, June 25, 2024
Tuesday, August 20, 2024 Tuesday, July 30, 2024
Tuesday, September 17, 2024 Tuesday, August 27, 2024
Tuesday, October 15, 2024 Tuesday, September 24, 2024
Tuesday, November 26, 2024 Tuesday, October 29, 2024
Tuesday, December 17, 2024 Tuesday, November 26, 2024
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BAR MINUTES

CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE

BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW

Regular Meeting

September 19, 2023 — 5:00 PM

Hybrid Meeting (In person at City Space & virtual via Zoom)

Welcome to this Regular Monthly Meeting of the Charlottesville Board of Architectural
Review (BAR). Due to the current public health emergency, this meeting is being held online
via Zoom and in person at City Space. The meeting process will be as follows: For each item,
staff will make a brief presentation followed by the applicant’s presentation, after which
members of the public will be allowed to speak. Speakers shall identify themselves and give
their current address. Members of the public will have, for each case, up to three minutes to
speak. Public comments should be limited to the BAR’s jurisdiction; that is, regarding the
exterior design of the building and site. Following the BAR’s discussion, and before the vote,
the applicant shall be allowed up to three minutes to respond, for the purpose of clarification.
Thank you for participating.

Members Present: Breck Gastinger, Cheri Lewis, James Zehmer, Tyler Whitney, Roger Birle,
David Timmerman

Staff Present: Jeff Werner, Mollie Murphy, Remy Trail

Pre-Meeting:

Mr. Birle discussed a conflict of interest with the Albemarle County Courthouse Project.

Mr. Gastinger asked to see how members of the Board felt about the zoning conversation and wanted
to add to agenda. There was an email circulated by the neighborhood associations. Preservation
Piedmont has been doing a very detailed review of the proposed zoning ordinance.

Staff reported that the BAR will continue to meet in the City Space Conference Room going into the
future.

Staff and the BAR went over the items on the Agenda and Consent Agenda. With 104 Stadium Road,
the BAR is going to voting to either recommend removal of the IPP designation or denial of the IPP
designation to City Council. The recommendations will work its way through the Planning
Commission. There are a series of things that must be approved. If the IPP designation is removed, it
will not come in front of the BAR again. If the IPP designation is not removed, the entire project is
subject to BAR review.

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 PM.

A. Matters from the public not on the agenda.
No Public Comments

B. Consent Agenda (Note: Any consent agenda item may be pulled and moved to the regular
agenda if a BAR member wishes to discuss it, or if any member of the public is present to

comment on it. Pulled applications will be discussed at the beginning of the meeting.)

1. Meeting Minutes — August 15, 2023
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Motion to approve Consent Agenda for August minutes by Ms. Lewis. Zehmer second. Vote 6-0, motion
passed.

C. Deferred Items

2. Certificate of Appropriateness Application
BAR 23-08-01
410 East High Street, TMP 530033000
North Downtown ADC District
Owner: City Of Charlottesville & County Of Albemarle
Applicant: Eric Amtmann, DGP Architects [on behalf of Albemarle County]
Project: Albemarle County Courthouse, alterations to court entry

Roger Birle — As one of the principals of DGP Architects, I need to recuse myself from discussion of
this item.

Jeff Werner, Staff Report — CoA request for: (briefly summarized in the Appendix.)

* At the north elevation, facing High Street, alterations to the sallyport (constructed in 2006) and
construction of an enclosed hyphen linking the historic courthouse and 1939 office building.

* At the south portico of the 1939 office building install glazed panels at the five (5) arched openings and
construct elevated entry plaza with an ADA accessible ramp.

Eric Amtmann, Applicant — Thank you for the email dialogue over the last 6 weeks fielding a bunch of
questions that will hopefully streamline our conversation tonight. I wanted to thank staff for including the
1997 paint analysis that had been done and the BAR had approved. We are planning a full corner to corner
repainting. We will use those colors. There are 5 building campaigns, each of different historic value:
1803, 1859, 1865, 1938, and 1983. The sallyport is the same vintage of 1983. It might be a few years later.
Each of those periods have different historic value. They are not all the same. We’re leaning on the first 3
building campaigns of what is today the County Circuit Court as being the period of significance or the
most significant historic period that we’re looking for to preserve as much as we can. With the windows,
with respect to those building campaigns, the circuit court, which is the 1803, 1859, and 1865 eras, we are
keeping and restoring those double-hung windows. The sashes might have to come out and go to the shop.
We will be using interior storm windows. Some are URL level 3 bullet resistant. Those are the ones where
you have a line of sight from the exterior to the historic circuit courtroom. Other windows will be thermal
interior windows. We did look at using a similar system in the other portions, specifically 1938. The
performance of those windows is not equal to new clad, double-hung sashes; thus, our intent for 38 is the
same thing that we’re doing on the Levy Building, which is retaining frames, exterior casings, and wood
subsills in place and restoring and discarding sashes and putting in new aluminum clad with the same
button patterns for sashed that have insulated glazing rather than using interior storms. Over time, interior
storms, if you go into the 1938 building now, which has interior storm windows from the late 20" century,
half are missing, quarter of them are broken, a quarter of them don’t operate. They’re not nearly as
effective. Our overall approach to restoration, rehabilitation, renovation is that those are 3 different levels
of balance between priority of historic fabric and modern concerns being sustainability, maintenance,
upfront cost. There is no single answer to a restoration, rehabilitation, and renovation project. The answer
must fit a constellation of priorities. That’s a case example. The different treatment of the windows reflects
that level of prioritization.

QUESTIONS FROM THE PUBLIC
No Questions from the Public
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QUESTIONS FROM THE BOARD

Mr. Gastinger — Some of the drawings didn’t have a key on them. There are a variety of different hatches.
On one of them, there are several the chimneys that are hatched. Is there work going on in the chimneys?

Mr. Amtmann — Those are different levels of the masonry work. We’re repointing in areas where mortar
has failed. We are not cutting out any Portland cement mortar. That can do just as much damage if it has
been this long and it hasn’t damaged the brick, we’re going to leave it alone. Where mortar has failed, we
will cut it out and replace it with lime mortar. That’s one hatch pattern that you may have seen. Another is
brick replacement, where the salmons that are usually softer if they have degraded, they will be removed,
cut out, and matching brick put back in. There are also areas, particularly down in the lower level of the
1938 building, where you have those area ways, which are at the High Street grade level, which are below
grade in this view that you’re seeing. Those area ways have had clogged drains for a while and standing
water. You have a combination of rising, damp, efflorescence, and algae. There is cleaning another hatch
pattern that is shown. Those are all masonry restoration notes. That’s the intent.

Mr. Timmerman — [ have a question about the addition, the covers of the windows. I am just curious
what the uses of those windows are.

Mr. Werner — That is the elevation of the east wall of the 1938 building.
Mr. Amtmann — In this plan here, the area is stippled in red.

Mr. Timmerman — [ was curious what the effect of that new corridor is on those currently exterior
windows. It is a couple of meeting rooms.

Mr. Amtmann — Those windows are scheduled to be removed and the openings infilled.

Mr. Timmerman — I had another question about the front elevation where you are infilling the portico
with windows and a door. Is that to create a vestibule?

Mr. Amtmann — It is a weather vestibule. Right now, there are two deficiencies. That is the current
District Court. It is going to be the new entrance to two circuit courts. The use is changing to the 1938
arcade portico. Currently, there is no queuing space. You come in and the security/magnetometer is at the
front door. If there is a line, you’re literally outside.

Ms. Lewis — That is not correct. The security is only at the courtroom, which is about 10 feet in.

Mr. Amtmann — In the revised plan, were we to not have a weather lock, the magnetometer will not be
where it is currently. To accommodate that queuing space in an interior space, that is the reason for
enclosing it. There is no weather lock. There is a single door.

Ms. Lewis — It is currently a wasted space. Unless it is raining, people are not there. People are smoking
there. It is a smart move. Not that the conditions will be the same, but because you’re rearranging that
interior space. I have seen litigants and parties lined up and down that hallway, snaking that hallway
previously and out the door. There is no room when you get in there. Even to get halfway up the hallway
to the elevator for someone who needs to go upstairs, he doesn’t even want to be part of the functions on
that floor is impossible. It is a good move.
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Mr. Amtmann — The other exterior improvement is the current ramp addition, which was done as part of
the 1983 hyphen. It leads to two doors, which aren’t public. They go to secure doors, which does provide
equal access for someone with a mobility disability. You must ask for special permission to get in. You
don’t have the same experience. That is the other reason for enclosing that and doing the ramp to the
arcade.

Mr. Timmerman — Can you speak more about the exterior stairs and how that gets changed with the new
door/windows on the south?

Mr. Amtmann — [ think that they are limestone. Those monolithic blocks that are the current treads will
remain in place. That floor is being raised 6 or so inches. You can see in that picture where the center
arches are. There is another threshold further back at the door. The masonry floor level of the arcade is still
about 6 inches below the floor level of the interior. The arcade floor level is being raised up so the ramp
that occurs on the exterior can get you all the way up to the interior floor level. Those steps will remain
and be encapsulated in the new construction.

Mr. Timmerman — If you were to go into that main front door, you’re stepping up. How much of a
landing do you have?

Mr. Amtmann — Currently, the door swings over the level change.

Mr. Zehmer — The existing steps that are currently at the face of the loggia aren’t shown here. The new
plaza will raise up and be at the same elevation of the raised loggia floor?

Mr. Amtmann — Of the interior floor, it is 6 inches higher than the current arcade floor.

Mr. Zehmer — The plaza will be that same elevation. The limestone steps are getting encapsulated under
all that.

Mr. Amtmann — That’s correct.

Mr. Zehmer — Looking at this floor plan, it looks like you are closing the front door and changing the 2
side windows into doors.

Mr. Amtmann — That’s correct. As you go in the west door, which is the one on the left, is the indoor.
You can see the queuing space, which is where we will have the barrier set up so people can line up. The
overflow queuing space can be in the weather lock. We know, based on the occupant load and the
expected caseloads, that interior queuing space does not accommodate everybody that will always be in
line. The out-door is the east door on the right. That door is locked from the exterior.

Mr. Zehmer — Was that change of that fenestration called out anywhere else? Were there details related to
that in the packet?

Mr. Amtmann — No. They will be the same as the arcade windows.
Mr. Zehmer — I am concerned about the change of fenestrations.

Mr. Whitney — Can we discuss the High Street elevation? The replacement wall with the garage door is in
a similar location. That wall is not moving out towards High Street?
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Mr. Amtmann — It is moving back. Right now, it is essentially flush with the 1938 construction at the
northeast corner. The brick is almost too thin. It is a flat wall. It is going to move back around 16 to 18
inches so that the cornice of that one-story addition above the first floor will be received into the 1938
brick. It is moving back so that there is a step, which will better acknowledge the different periods of
building campaign.

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC
No Comments from the Public

COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD

Mr. Zehmer — I will start with arcaded loggia. My preference would be to leave it open. I understand that
there are weather concerns. The arcaded loggia of Virginia courthouses are a signature of what makes
Virginia architecture Virginia architecture. Of the 95 county courthouses in the Commonwealth, roughly
60 have neo-classical porticos. About 19 have open arcaded loggias. About 15 are ‘other.” Our oldest
courthouse here has a portico. This 1938 addition had these arcaded logia to harken back to the colonial
period courthouses in Virginia. I feel strongly that we should not have divided light windows there. If we
must enclose it, I would encourage us to do a single-pane type glass recessed to the back edge of the brick
if possible. From the street and the exterior, it still reads as a void. I know that you’re matching up with
that 1983 hyphen and it is adjacent to it. I feel that it is honorific to the past and the future if we leave that
reading as voids. I would point that with the Caroline County Courthouse, they built a new annex. I think
that it is successful in the way that it provides weather shelter but still has that solid void pattern. I would
encourage you to do that. In terms of the change in fenestration from the front door and changing those
two windows to doors, we need to see some details on that because they weren’t included in the packet. |
am not necessarily opposed to it because I understand that functionally it is very important for the
courthouse to work right, especially for entrance and exit. I don’t know if we can approve it without seeing
details.

Mr. Timmerman — That is an interesting comment about the Virginia architecture and solid void. What
was the influence for how you created that fenestration? Was it the 1983?

Mr. Amtmann — It was but this is a good suggestion. I will say that it is already being considered and not
difficult to achieve.

Mr. Timmerman — One thing that I would like to see is 3Ds of the sallyport. When walking down the
street, [ always appreciated the stark contrast between the two buildings. You mostly see that behind that
sallyport, which was a bit of an eyesore and getting in the way of appreciating those two buildings. I wish
we could do something about that or maybe that screen. That was a 1983 version, the porous brick screen.
I am concerned. I need to see it. I am looking at it in elevation. I would love to see the massing of that
enclosed volume in the back.

Mr. Amtmann — It shows on the east elevation. It shows that relationship.

Mr. Timmerman — I think that it is the flatness of that wall and being able to appreciate that building as
one entity. You have the connector. You have another mass that is being added in there that is creating a
bit more ambiguity. It would be interesting to see the 3D massing of how all those things come together.
There is a lot going on there. My concern would be that is adding another mass that jumbles things up.
You are going to close those windows off. I know that there are weather issue considerations. I wonder if
there is any possibility of taking that volume and making it less of a volume and more of other loggia or an
open corridor that will allow for those windows to remain or allow some natural daylight to go into those
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rooms. A porch-like structure would allow you to discern the old from the new and understand that
distinction. That tool of looking at it from 3D would help understand that better.

Ms. Lewis — On page 48, that was the floorplan. I am looking at the weather vestibule. You have a
handicapped ramp, but you don’t have a door. Is that an oversight that you don’t have a door drawn on the
east side of that weather lock?

Mr. Amtmann — That is an intermediate landing. You’re still rising to the plaza level.
Ms. Lewis — You still must come around to the front. There is a singular door into the vestibule.

Mr. Amtmann — That’s correct. It is the same experience if you walk up the stairs. It is the same door
everyone uses, which is what you are supposed to do.

Ms. Lewis — You’re filling in. You have glass infill on that side.

Mr. Zehmer — The purpose for the ADA is to experientially have the same experience. Did you think
about of encapsulating those original limestone steps; just moving them out to be the new steps?

Mr. Amtmann — We could. The quantity isn’t sufficient. There were more steps in the new construction
than there are currently.

Mr. Zehmer — In theory, it is great. We encapsulate that they are there in case this gets reversed. The
likelihood of that is unlikely or very far into the future.

Mr. Gastinger — This project is trying to tackle so many things that is tricky. It seems like this is going to
bring a lot of excellent new functionality to this building. With the exterior renovations, it is going to give
this some new life. I applaud the change in the trim color. Most probably won’t notice that a whole lot has
changed with the exterior appearance. It is going to work a lot better. That’s a tricky thing to pull off. I am
supportive of the project.

Mr. Werner — [ know that we don’t look at the interior space. From my experience and work with the
county and the city, there was this discussion of how we use the space. There is a lot of programmatic
things driving what is going on in these buildings. There is a lot pushing and pulling and moving things. It
is linked to what is going on behind the Levy Building. All of this is accommodating those changes that
are happening or coming with the court system. It has been a three-dimensional puzzle. They have been
grappling with it for a long time. It is nice to see it coming fruition.

Mr. Amtmann — The number one issue is safety and security. You have judges walking through public
lobbies, juries mixing with the public, which is not Ok. That is the reason for that corridor that nobody

loves. It is two corridors because there is public, staff, and judge. That is the reasoning.

Mr. Timmerman — I left that open. I realized that was secure. I left that open-ended with the question of:
Were there other alternates explored?

Ms. Lewis — There are no juries in this annex.

Mr. Amtmann — These are two circuit courts.
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Ms. Lewis — They will be. Currently, in that hallway, there are no jurors because it is a general district
court, and they don’t have juries. The judges do come from another way. They’re not in that hallway.

Mr. Amtmann — The new program is two circuit courts with juries. To repurpose the building as a circuit
court, we must provide a separate circulation.

Ms. Lewis — Where is the security checkpoint?

Mr. Amtmann — At the west door. You go through the queue, which is the last thing before you’re in the
public lobby room. There is also the primary security station, which is also behind the center opening.

Ms. Lewis — I favor this provided that the vestibule is not used as a security area. This is an important
place where peoples’ futures are determined even if short of a criminal trial.

Mr. Amtmann — Right now, they hang out in the plaza in front of the Circuit Court outside.

Ms. Lewis — If [ am meeting a client, I don’t want to be having that meeting inside of the building. There
are confidential things that I may have to tell my client, or my client wants to tell me at the last minute.
This is still going to be a crowded hallway. The adverse party could be next to you, and you don’t know
who they are. You don’t want those conversations to be occurring inside the building. On a rainy day,
families need a place to gather as they walk in. Litigants, their counsel, and other people need a place to
meet the people that they are going to be working with inside. Attorneys need a place before they go
through the gauntlet. I want to make sure that the vestibule is not taken over as an additional security
gauntlet.

Mr. Amtmann — There are an appropriate number of attorney-client conference rooms that are new on the
interior as well.

Ms. Lewis — All the current ones are always locked for security reasons, which is good. You must go to
the Clerk’s office to get a key to open them up. I can’t just go in there for 5 minutes. The way that the
clerk’s office is currently set up, it is the other end of the building. It is not convenient. They’re never open
for good reasons. You do want a weather-proof space. Enclosing that space works where people can meet
up. Mr. Zehmer’s suggestion, instead of having fenestration on those voids on the loggia, just to have clear
glass is even better. I can see my client is standing right inside waiting for me. Those meetups are very
important. We’re creating more courtrooms, which is great and much needed for the circuit court. We
currently have two and one is the tiny one but insufficient. We’re still not solving our parking problem for
this courthouse. People are parking at Market Street.

Mr. Gastinger — Many of those interior uses are tied to exterior. We are tasked with reviewing the project
that has been put forward.

Ms. Lewis — I am talking about the exterior space: the front plaza or the vestibule. You need a place where
people gather before they enter the courthouse. I have expressed the reasons why you don’t want to be in
the courthouse doing your business. You want to be quiet and walk into the courtroom. I am not saying
that we’re solving the parking problem downtown. People are coming from different directions. There is
not a parking garage next door.

Mr. Timmerman — With that new addition on the back, are those new windows along there?
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Mr. Amtmann — Yes. One of the comments that we reviewed in the last 6 weeks that came through the
email was reuse of removed 1938 windows, which was taken out of this resubmittal. Based on the
philosophy that I explained earlier for sash replacements in 1938 windows, it doesn’t make sense to try to
reuse things that are coming out of 1938 construction in modern construction. By default, we replace the
sashes anyway. We would be moving 1938 frames and sills and putting sashes in them, which doesn’t
make sense. All new, all clad windows for the new openings, which will differentiate new construction
from historic.

Mr. Timmerman — What is that addition above the sallyport going to look like? Are you going to try to
match the brick? Are you going to try to do something complementary?

Mr. Amtmann — It will match the 1983 brick, which is not historic. It is not the period of significance that
we are referring to.

Mr. Timmerman — [ will reiterate Mr. Gastinger’s comments and commend you on the project. It is tricky
with a lot of moving parts. I appreciate the ethos of a clear distinction between the different eras and the
attention to preservation.

Mr. Whitney — I have a comment about the sallyport addition. It is a very prominent view that people
drive by right there on High Street. The current gate might not be beautiful. It does allow airiness. It
doesn’t take away from the prominent building that is right there on High Street. Including that will be
very prominent. [ was relieved to see that the dark bronze finish on the door is much better than it being a
bright silver metal. It will be different there on High Street. I appreciate that the door is receding a little bit
in the color choice rather than making it prominent.

Mr. Timmerman — Is there any thought about doing anything with the wall around the mechanical
equipment, revising it in any way?

Mr. Amtmann — We’re going to leave it alone. It must allow airflow. The open brick pattern was
intentional. Similar equipment is going back, which is quite large equipment. It is just 3 feet of space. It
needs to be air porous.

Mr. Zehmer — | know you’re putting some traditional Scots lights. Do you have a basis of design for
those?

Mr. Amtmann — We don’t yet. We could provide that for an administrative review if you would like,
along with any changes to arcade fenestration muttons.

Ms. Lewis — On the east side addition, are there jack arches currently on the second story windows on that
19382

Mr. Amtmann — [ think so. The measured drawings are the most accurate.

Ms. Lewis — I know that you’re putting them in. I just wondered if they’re on the existing today.

Mr. Zehmer — I am curious about the changes in the entrance fenestration. I would like to see details on
that. I don’t know how we move forward with that. I could approve some of the new corridor and the
sallyport. I could get behind approving that. With the entrance to the 1938 building, I would like to see

details on the changing the center door to a window and changing the windows to doors. We should see
details on that. It sounds like the applicant is amenable to my suggestion of a solid glazed enclosure for the
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loggia. We should still see the details on that. If we’re going to ask for details, go ahead and throw those in
the mix.

Mr. Amtmann — Mr. Werner, can you still do approvals contingent upon a final administrative review of
details. I don’t remember if that is still allowed.

Mr. Werner — It came down to an approval of a CoA. This is an unusual one given the nature of the entire
facility and how we’re working on this. The City and County don’t pay a fee for an application. There are
two ways to do it. If there is something that you all would like to specifically see, you can express that and
have it submitted for the BAR record. I am not concerned about the lighting fixtures. We don’t get it that
often. I don’t imagine that it is going to be something strange. It is a detail that you can articulate and want
to see as staff review. You can say it that way. If you want to peel something out of this, approve the rest
and the other thing comes in as another CoA at the next meeting. That’s fine. In the new ordinance, I am
trying to work towards how you all can instruct me to review things. That is the simplest path. Give clear
instruction or pull that piece out and ask it.

Mr. Amtmann — For example, on the east court site, that CoA was approved with a final presentation,
which is still pending of sample panels for brick and color palette. That is what I am proposing.

Mr. Werner — As long as it is not a CoA on massing like we used to do. The litmus test for me is whether
you’re approving something that they can get a building permit with. If you peel it out or add it up, that is
fine with me.

Mr. Gastinger — It seems to me that this would be the cleanest, in this case, to peel it out and request the
detail for the portico as a separate CoA. Given that 95 percent of the rest of the project is fine, we move
forward with that piece.

Mr. Werner — Specifically, this is the glazing and the 5 openings on the south.

Mr. Zehmer — Most importantly is the fact that you’re changing the original buildings fenestration. The
main door that you come into the building right now, they are proposing to change that door to window.
The two flanking windows are being proposed to be changed to doors. That’s a major change. We all
recognize that the proposed new functionality of the building justifies that change. We need to see the
details on that to do our job correctly. The entrance of the loggia and into the building needs to be
submitted as a new CoA. The other proposed changes are acceptable to include the new sallyport, the
secure corridor addition, and the new entry plaza in front of the 1938 building is acceptable.

Motion to Approve — Motion to approve CoA by Mr. Zehmer. Timmerman second. Vote 5-0. Birle
abstains. Motion passed 5-0.

Having considered the standards set forth within the City Code, including the ADC District Design
Guidelines, I move the proposed alterations to the Albemarle County Court House satisfy the BAR’s
criteria and are compatible with the North Downtown ADC District, and that the BAR approves the
application as submitted with the following modifications:

1. Alterations to the south entrance loggia and fenestration of the 1938 court building be submitted as a
separate CoA. [Specifically, the five arched openings at the brick portico and the existing two windows
and entry door that will be altered for the weather vestibule. (See plan on drawing labeled First Floor —
West Site.)]

2. [For new exterior lighting] lamping will be dimmable, have a Color Temperature (CCT) not
exceeding 3,000K, and a Color Rendering Index (CRI) not less than 80, preferably not less than 90.

3. [White window/trim] paint color to be similar to color approved by BAR in 1997.
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D. New Items

3. Recommendation for Rezoning Application
BAR 23-09-01
104 Stadium Road, TMP 160002000
Individually Protected Property
Owner: Woodrow Too, LLC
Applicant: Subtext Acquisitions, LLC
Project: Rezoning Application

Jeff Werner, Staff Report — Note: There is no formal BAR application or submittal for a ZMA/ZTA
request. To review the City’s historical survey and additional documentation provide by the applicant, see
the February 15, 2023 submittal and staff report. Applicant has requested City Council approve a
ZMA/ZTA that would remove the IPP designation of 104 Stadium Road (TMP 160002000). In reviewing
such a request, City Code requires that Council consider the recommendation of the BAR, with that
recommendation based on the criteria found in City Code Section 34-274. (See the Discussion below.)

Mr. Whitney — I am reading the City Council resolution. The piece about thoroughly documenting the
existing building has been included in the resolution. Is there any reason that we would need to include it
in our recommendation tonight?

Mr. Werner — I felt like it was an opportunity to request that documentation now and not have it be
contingent on something that might happen to get that done. That’s the reason I make the recommendation.

COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD

Mr. Gastinger — This is not a formal CoA proposal. It is open to conversation amongst the Board. A
concern of mine is that we see projects fall through frequently. It does happen in this town. There is a lot
of detritus still standing from unfinished projects. I want to make sure that, in this process, I would like to
encourage City Council to consider mechanisms to continue to protect this property for whatever reason
the proposed development stops at any point in time prior to demolition. I don’t see the reason to have this
property protected if the house is knocked down.

Mr. Whitney — I would agree with that sentiment. It seems that the logic of making it an IPP in the first
place. It was related to the structure that was there. If the structure is gone, I don’t see a reason why the
IPP would remain. It seems contingent on the house that there is no reason why we should recommend the
removal of the IPP at this stage until that house goes away.

Mr. Birle — I agree. This house is a chance. Even if this development falls through, if the IPP is gone, you
have no protection for this house at all. Anyone can tear it down.

Mr. Zehmer — Let’s say this development did fall apart and another one came in. They would have to go
through the CoA process for demolition again? It is a different applicant.

Mr. Werner — If the IPP remains is in place, procedurally, removing or adding the historic designation is
a formal process. With the map amendment and zoning text amendment, you all make a recommendation.
Planning Commission makes a recommendation and Council considers it. Mr. Gastinger said it best with
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“consider a mechanism” to protect this. The question for clarification might be protection in terms of a
mechanism to retain the IPP should this project fall through. My point about saying that the process for a
zoning map amendment and zoning text amendment is not something that the clerk will decide on or that
we can check off. It must happen. Council makes a decision. I don’t know if they can say that they’re
going to make this but contingent upon what might happen in the next couple of years. A legislative
decision like that would have to be made. There can be conditions to that. I think that I can explore a
mechanism. That request to Council makes sense.

Mr. Gastinger — Could the IPP be reinstated?

Mr. Werner — I could ask all those questions. What you’re expressing is the same thing we expressed to
Council at the appeal. If this project doesn’t go through, this building is lost. The counter to that is that
Council essentially granted the right to demolish this with the conditions that are here. That’s why I am
pushing for documentation. We know that gets done. This doesn’t get lost in the ‘weeds.’ It is not two
years from now and this thing is finally going, and we never got the documentation. At least, we have
covered that base. You will have to trust me to go and sit down with legal and say, “how would we
characterize it such that this structure isn’t demolished inadvertently or without the development project
getting approval?” The answer to that might be that we can’t. I can check on that.

Mr. Whitney — It seems that the conditions City Council applied are trying to do the mechanism we’re
describing. If the demolition is approved meeting the condition that an approval of design review CoA to
ensure that the building is not demolished without an appropriate and city approved replacement.

Mr. Werner — It goes back to that loop we were talking about in the preliminary meeting. That means the
BAR has purview. To have a design CoA prior to demolition or removal of the IPP, it requires that the
BAR has purview over design review. That is an option. The other option, per the resolution, is that
Council makes the decision to remove the IPP. That is what this question is. The goal from the applicant is
to get the IPP removed so the design review goes forward under the Entrance Corridor and this project is
not under the BAR purview.

Dylan Lambur, Applicant — We have a long road ahead. There are a lot of requests that we’re making.
There is going be a lot of people reviewing this. Regardless of your recommendation, we’re happy to work
with city staff to provide some assurances and make everyone comfortable. Like you mentioned with City
Council’s decision, people have been trying to think about that and implement mechanisms to do that.
We’re figuring it out together. There are going to be a ‘lot of eyes’ on this.

Mr. Gastinger — There are 3 main issues that I see. There is the primary question, which would be against
our mandate to support the removal of this IPP, given that we are charged to protect it. The second being
staff’s recommendation that we go ahead and request the documentation. The third being some
acknowledgement of encouraging City Council to consider what it can do to continue to protect the
property if the project doesn’t move forward as planned. Are there any other considerations or elements
we need to include in the motion?

Mr. Lambur — Is there going to be any difference than what has already been included?

Mr. Werner — I have examples of what we have done. It is not a film documentary. It is relatively simple
criteria.

Mr. Lambur — [ meant the requirement that has already been included. The wording is almost identical.

11
BAR Meeting Minutes September 19, 2023



Mr. Gastinger — The difference is that we would like to request that happen or bring it to City Council’s
attention that that should happen sooner rather than later.

Mr. Werner — The tree points that [ understand is that following the review of adding or subtracting from
designations and the understanding that this has been an IPP that you all would support it or recommend it
remain an [PP. Second is a clarification of the documentation that it be done sooner and not later. You can
maybe fill in that blank or make a recommendation. The third piece is considering a mechanism to protect
the building and maintain its IPP status should the project not move forward. That is clear, and it is
something I would have to ask legal how to say it. You don’t have to say it legally tonight.

Mr. Birle — Just by saying that we’re denying a request to remove the IPP, doesn’t it take that into
consideration? That is the first thing we must do. If we deny it, doesn’t that take care of that third part of
it?

Mr. Gastinger — City Council is not going to accept our denial. They’re going to remove the IPP status to
allow this project to move forward no matter what we do here tonight.

Mr. Werner — [ think that reasonable recommendations will be taken into consideration.
Mr. Gastinger — They have already allowed the demolition.

Ms. Lewis — Have they said that they don’t want the BAR to review anything? I haven’t heard that. [ am
saying that there is a possibility they may want us to review it. There is a difference between how we
review, and entrance corridor reviews. The staff report is very thorough. The reasons besides this being an
IPP is the reason why the site would need to be reviewed. It is adjacent to Oakhurst Gildersleeve. Even if
you didn’t retain this building there is a language in the architecture around there. What is on JPA and that
corner and near that corner, there is fabric there; even with this gone. There is good reason that I think the
applicant doesn’t want this to look like a suburban mall. There is a reason why the applicant would want it
to fit in. It would be appropriate and attractive in its location and maybe defer to its history.

Mr. Werner — The Entrance Corridor guidelines raise all those things. The challenge with the Entrance
Corridor is that it is not a design panel. We happen to have some good architects on the Planning
Commission. The design review still takes everything you said into consideration. It will be interesting
where we go with that. I think it is best to express what you would like Council to do. Having been there
and heard the conversation, I would be surprised if Council suddenly backpedaled.

Mr. Birle — Wouldn’t City Council want to keep the IPP designation so that we are involved? There are
two different things. There is one thing about saying ‘yes’ and this can go through.

Mr. Werner — It does go through design review. The Entrance Corridor is the design review.
Mr. Zehmer — If that house was not there, it would not come before us.

Mr. Timmerman — Does it impede the progress? It is a different scenario. If something is put in front of
them and they must make the decision of this development going through if we can demolish, they’re
going to demolish it. This is a different scenario. You’re making the case now. We would like this
designation removed because it helps us this way. It doesn’t stop the development or make it not happen.
A discussion we were having was that it was a foregone conclusion that if we deny this, when it is put in
front of City Council, they’re going to override us. I am not sure that is necessarily the case. The first time
was about demolishing the property. It seemed as if demolishing the property was an obstruction. If they
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couldn’t do it, then the development couldn’t go through. In this case, it seems to me a bit different. If we
were to deny this, it seems to be a different scenario. I don’t know if it is a foregone conclusion that they
would override us again.

Mr. Werner — It is not a denial or approval. It is a recommendation of what Council would do.

Valerie Long, Applicant legal counsel — [ wouldn’t want to speak for Council anymore than anyone else.
At the risk of getting into a lot more detail tonight, we know that this entire project will go through the
Entrance Corridor review process. The reason that property is before the BAR is because the property
itself and the building were designated as an IPP. The building and the only other reference were to the
stone staircase down to Woodrow Street. Without the property itself, it would no longer qualify for
protection. It is not in a historic district. Without the building that led to it being designated for IPP, it is no
longer appropriate to be before the BAR. I appreciate the concerns about wanting to have it be a quality
design and development at a prominent location. We’re comfortable with Entrance Corridor Review. They
have handled another large project in the past year several times successfully. It is challenging to have to
bring projects through two design review boards with potentially different opinions on things. It would
lead to a lot of confusion. It would lead to additional delays. We’re trying to avoid that, if possible, given
the number of applications that we’re trying to coordinate together in one place. We did uncover
substantial additional information about how and why the property was designated for IPP. We learned
about that while we were preparing for the appeal before City Council. The short explanation is that the
owner of the property at the time volunteered for the stone house to be designated as an IPP as part of an
offer to purchase the lot on the corner, the adjacent lot that is vacant now (409 Stadium). There is a lot of
discussion about how the neighbors and others at the time wanted 409 Stadium to stay vacant and not have
an apartment building on it. It was an afterthought based on our extensive review of the record. There was
no discussion at the time that decision was made at Council about any historic character or merit of
protecting the house itself. It was a mechanism to ensure that 409 Stadium was left vacant. When Council
made that decision, they said that they want the house to be an IPP. Staff appropriately brought that to the
BAR and there was a staff report. It is thin on the merits of how the house qualifies or merits protection as
an IPP. That is why when Subtext had their study done. It was challenged to find much reason for
continuing to maintain the property. When you look through the criteria about the demolition criteria, it
does not satisfy it.

Ms. Lewis — That information was made known to us during our decision. We don’t want to revisit our
prior vote or Council’s vote to demolish or the merits of this property as an IPP.

Ms. Long — I should clarify that it was the level of detail we were able to determine based on further
research into the minutes and into the prior staff reports. There were 3 public hearings at City Council and
at least one meeting of the Planning Commission. I should have been clearer. We learned much more
about the details of that prior process.

Ms. Lewis — That deal to make this an IPP politically motivated or whatever the reasons. We do agree that
it wasn’t vetted in the way that other IPPs were in the past.

Mr. Werner — In context, it is what came up in the Council’s discussions this summer.

Mr. Gastinger — With the question before us, it is not a retrial of that decision. Given that our charge is to
apply our guidelines to protect the properties and districts under our purview, it would be impossible for us
to recommend removal of this IPP designation. That is our role. City Council has a different role and has
clearly stated a different set of priorities for this property.
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Motion to recommend Council deny the ZMA/ZTA — Mr. Gastinger — Having reviewed the criteria
under City Code Section 34-274, I move the BAR recommend that City Council deny the request to
remove the IPP designation of 104 Stadium Road. Furthermore, the BAR has two considerations,
should Council approve the request [to remove IPP designation] the BAR recommends:

1. A condition that within six (6) months or, if sooner, prior to application for a demolition permit,
the property and building will be documented thoroughly through photographs and measured
drawings according to the Historic American Building Survey, with that documentation submitted
to staff for the BAR archive.

2. Council explore a mechanism to restore [if the building is not razed] or retain [until demolition is
certain] the IPP status, should the proposed development not move forward as planned.

Second by Mr. Birle. Motion passes 6-0.

E. Other Business

4. Informal discussions with Greg Jackson:
* 416-418 West Main Street. Support for construction of decks and canopies/awnings.
* 601-617 East Market Street. BAR willing to consider a request to replace windows at courtyard elevation.
Applicant said no changes to primary elevation [Market St.].

5. Staff questions/discussion:
» Updated on McKee Block GPR investigation. Received CLG grant.
* Trees at 1410 Grady Ave: Removing the two trees will require BAR review and they would want letters
from a licensed engineer and an arborist stating why the trees must be taken down and a plan to replace the
trees.
* Zoning revisions. Staff asked if BAR had questions/comments re: Preservation Piedmont’s recent letters.
BAR suggested we might have a work session within next two weeks to discuss the revisions. Re: IPPs list [in
ordinance]: Agreement to keep on the list the eight IPPs in ADC Districts; OK removing IPP that was razed
[Riverdale Drive].
* Design Guidelines update

Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 8:22 PM.
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BAR MINUTES

CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE

BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW

Regular Meeting

October 17,2023 — 5:00 PM

Hybrid Meeting (In person at City Space & virtual via Zoom)

Welcome to the October 2023 Meeting of the Charlottesville Board of Architectural Review.
There are no formal submittals for review; therefore, following matters from the public, the
BAR will hold a work session/discussion on several pending items.

Members Present: Ron Bailey, Carl Schwarz, Breck Gastinger, Roger Birle, Tyler Whitney,
Cheri Lewis, Dave Timmerman, James Zehmer, Kevin Badke

Staff Present: Mollie Murphy, Patrick Cory, Remy Trail, Jeff Werner

Pre-Meeting:

Staff presented the guidelines and the update of the Design Guidelines. The Design Guidelines are adopted
by City Council. The Downtown Mall Committee has been meeting. Most of the meeting is going to be
spent discussing the zoning ordinance. The BAR has purview of the historic districts.

The meeting was called to order at 5:25 PM.

A. Matters from the public not on the agenda.
No Comments from the Public

B. Consent Agenda (Note: Any consent agenda item may be pulled and moved to the regular
agenda if a BAR member wishes to discuss it, or if any member of the public is present to
comment on it. Pulled applications will be discussed at the beginning of the meeting.)

No items on the Consent Agenda

C. Deferred Items
No items

D. New Items
No items

E. Other Business
Work Session
e Updates to the BAR Design Guidelines

o Members of the BAR sent comments to staff on what to change with the guidelines.

o Mr. Gastinger did have some questions about West Main, Downtown, and some of the
other sub-areas.

o With West Main, it has been described as one character east of the bridge and another
character west of the bridge.

o Staff did go over the options for redefining the Control Districts and the Conservation
Districts.

o Staff did ask the BAR what role the BAR would like to play in updating the guidelines.

o There is a limited budget for possibly hiring a consultant.
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O

Mr. Schwarz pointed out that it would be best for the BAR to work on defining the
districts and the different chapters and not an outside consultant.

The Secretary of Interior Standards have changed. The last change was in 2017. The
local guidelines are based on the federal guidelines.

There is going to be nothing in the local guidelines that conflict and the Secretary of
Interior Standards.

It should be clear what CLG (Certified Local Government) requirements are and the
local design guidelines and the federal guidelines.

There are going to be no changes made to the guidelines during the meeting tonight.
Staff is looking for the BAR thoughts on the guidelines and districts.

Mr. Gastinger does that believe that members of the BAR can do a better job of
updating the guidelines rather than an outside consultant.

Staff did present examples of the proposed zoning ordinance in the historic districts and
the role of the BAR.

Mr. Gastinger expressed some concern regarding the edge of the purview of the BAR.
Mr. Gastinger did point out that it would be best to identify the character defining
features of the neighborhoods.

Mr. Schwarz mentioned that there should be character defining setbacks for each of the
historic districts.

Mr. Gastinger did suggest breaking up each of the historic districts to teams within the
BAR to review the guidelines, the characteristics, and the maps.

The first item is to go through Chapter 1 of the Guidelines.

¢ Ordinance Revision Update

(@)

O

Mr. Gastinger thought that it would be useful to the different types of comments
regarding the zoning ordinance.

The BAR can reduce height and massing. There was a concern about the role of the
BAR. The BAR must consider the Comp Plan going forward.

The goal of the BAR is to respond to context. All BAR decisions can be appealed to the
City Council.

The BAR is probably not going to be looking at Special Use Permits. The BAR still has
purview over the design review.

There was clarification of building height and the recommendations of Preservation
Piedmont.

The BAR should have purview over massing and height in the historic districts.

Each member of the BAR went over the different comments that they had for the draft
rezoning ordinance to be communicated to the Planning Commission and City Council.
There was discussion of the composition of the BAR. There is going to be an addition
of a contractor to the BAR.

e Downtown Mall Discussion

O

(@)

There have been monthly meetings of the Downtown Mall Committee on the different
categories for each meeting.

Attendance has been about 15 to 20 members attending. There has been a presentation
from city staff.

Currently in the process of drafting some recommendations.

There currently is a survey in getting the Downtown Mall added to the National Registry
and submitted to the National Park Service.

There was a discussion on whether The Mall is a contributing structure and adding to the
Guidelines.

e Staff Questions

BAR Meeting Minutes
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Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 7:58 PM.
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Certificate of Appropriateness Application

BAR 23-11-01

410 East High Street, TMP 530033000

North Downtown ADC District

Owner: City Of Charlottesville & County Of Albemarle

Applicant: Eric Amtmann, DGP Architects [on behalf of Albemarle County]
Project: Albemarle Co. Courthouse 1938 Building — south entrance alterations

Application components (please click each link to go directly to PDF page):

e Staff Report

e Historic Survey

e Application Submittal

November 21, 2023 - BAR Packet



City of Charlottesville

Board of Architectural Review
Staff Report

November 21, 2023, 2023

Certificate of Appropriateness Application

BAR 23-11-01

410 East High Street, TMP 530033000

North Downtown ADC District

Owner: City Of Charlottesville & County Of Albemarle

Applicant: Eric Amtmann, DGP Architects [on behalf of Albemarle County]
Project: Albemarle Co. Courthouse 1938 Office Building — south entrance alterations

Background
Year Built: 1939 Office Building

District: North Downtown ADC District
Status:  Contributing

Prior BAR Reviews (See Appendix.)

September 19, 2023 — BAR approved CoA (23-08-01) for alterations to 1939 office building (sallyport,
replacement window inserts, south entrance courtyard, etc.) and repairs to/rehabilitation of the historic
courthouse. Alterations to the south loggia of the office building were omitted from the CoA.

Application

e Applicant submittal: Fentress Architects drawing and presentation Albemarle County Circuit
Courts Complex, West Site, South Portico Updates, dated November 21, 2023 (11 pages).
Supplemental sheets, Addendum 1, re: frame and millwork at glass entry doors within the loggia.

CoA request for alterations to the south elevation of the 1939 office building. At loggia, install glazed
panels within the five arches. (Frames will be Aluminum storefront finish color is anodized dark
bronze.) Within the loggia, at the building’s south wall, replace the two windows with entry doors
(retaining the jack arches) and replace the contemporary glass doors with a painted, wood panel
(retaining the 1938 frame and trim). [On October 17, 2023, Mr. Zehmer (BAR) and Mr. Werner (staff)
met with the applicant. This submittal reflects the results of that discussion.]

Discussion

For the five glazed arches, the design guidelines recommend clear glass, which the BAR has typically
defined as a VLT of 70% or higher. See the Appendix re: the BAR’s 2018 discussion. During the BAR
review, the applicant will provide information on the VLT spec for this glass. (Note: This guidance
does not apply to the two, new entry doors within the loggia.)
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Provided the glass spec is satisfactorily addressed, staff recommends approval of the CoA. The
proposed work will not alter or impact the historic fabric of the historic courthouse, enclosing the
arched portico will create an all-weather entry to the office building, alterations to the current entry
will improve public access and use of the space, and the new plaza and ramp will allow ADA
accessibility at the south entrance. The alterations are designed to distinguish new from existing.

Suggested Motions

Approval: Having considered the standards set forth within the City Code, including the ADC District
Design Guidelines, I move the proposed alterations to the south entrance of the 1939 office building at
the Albemarle County Court House satisfy the BAR’s criteria and are compatible with the North
Downtown ADC District, and that the BAR approves the application as submitted].]

[...as submitted with the following conditions [or modifications]: ...

Denial: Having considered the standards set forth within the City Code, including the ADC District
Design Guidelines, I move the proposed alterations to the south entrance of the 1939 office building at
the Albemarle County Court House do not satisfy the BAR’s criteria and are not compatible with the
North Downtown ADC District, and that for the following reasons the BAR denies the application as
submitted: ...

Criteria, Standards, and Guidelines

Review Criteria Generally

Sec. 34-284(b) of the City Code states that, in considering a particular application the BAR shall

approve the application unless it finds:

(1) That the proposal does not meet specific standards set forth within this division or applicable
provisions of the Design Guidelines established by the board pursuant to Sec.34-288(6); and

(2) The proposal is incompatible with the historic, cultural or architectural character of the district in
which the property is located or the protected property that is the subject of the application.

Pertinent Standards for Review of Construction and Alterations include:

(1) Whether the material, texture, color, height, scale, mass and placement of the proposed addition,
modification or construction are visually and architecturally compatible with the site and the
applicable design control district;

(2) The harmony of the proposed change in terms of overall proportion and the size and placement of
entrances, windows, awnings, exterior stairs and signs;

(3) The Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation set forth within the Code of Federal
Regulations (36 C.F.R. §67.7(b)), as may be relevant;

(4) The effect of the proposed change on the historic district neighborhood;

(5) The impact of the proposed change on other protected features on the property, such as gardens,
landscaping, fences, walls and walks;

(6) Whether the proposed method of construction, renovation or restoration could have an adverse
impact on the structure or site, or adjacent buildings or structures;

(7) Any applicable provisions of the City’s Design Guidelines.

Pertinent ADC District Design Guidelines
Links to the guidelines

Chapter 3 New Construction and Additions
Chapter 4 Rehabilitation
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APPENDIX
Summary of CoA request
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Prior BAR Reviews
July 20, 2004 - Preliminary discussion re: proposed prisoner sallyport at East High Street.

March 21, 2006 - BAR approved CoA (7-0, BAR 06-03-04) for prisoner sallyport at East High Street
(including demolition of brick steps, opening in the breezeway wall, and perimeter wall at sidewalk),
with details to come back to the BAR regarding the construction details of the patio, and lighting
beneath the sallyport, and results of the archeological study.

June 20, 2006 - BAR approved CoA (9-0, BAR 06-03-04) for the details of prisoner sallyport at East

High Street, subject to the following conditions:

e The brick opening at entrance is to be detailed consistent with the rest of the project;

e The lighting sources are to be recessed incandescent fixtures; and

e A trained archaeologist must be present on-site during excavation; any artifacts shall be
documented and donated to the Albemarle-Charlottesville Historical Society.

February 19, 2008 - BAR approved CoA (7-0, BAR 08-02-03) for removal of two locust trees,
replacing them with a Southern Red Oak. [Note: Later revised to a Bur Oak.]

June 17, 2008 — BAR approved CoA (9-0, BAR 08-06-01) for replacement of two masonry arches
between the office building and the sallyport.

February 21, 2012 — BAR approved CoA (7-0, BAR 12-02-05) to construct an ADA accessible ramp
and entry to the east elevation of the office building, at the 1983 addition of the courthouse.

Summary of BAR Discussion on July 17, 2018 re: Clear Glass

Summary of BAR Discussion:

BAR concluded that VLT 70 should remain the preference relative to clear glass. However, they
acknowledged the case-by-case flexibility offered in the Design Guidelines; specifically, though not
exclusively, that this allows for the consideration of alternatives—e.g. VLTs below 70--and that
subsequent BAR decisions regarding glass should be guided by the project’s location (e.g. on the
Downtown Mall versus a side street), the type of windows and location on the building (e.g. a street
level storefront versus the upper floors of an office building), the fenestration design (e.g. continuous
glass walls versus punched windows), energy conservation goals, the intent of the architectural design,
matching historical glass, and so on.

Additionally, the BAR recommends that the ERB consider a similar approach in its evaluation of the
glass proposed for EC projects.

References to Glass in the Design Guidelines

ADC Design Guidelines

Chapter 3. New construction; I. Windows & Doors

(9) Glass shall be clear. Opaque spandrel glass or translucent glass may be approved by the BAR for
specific applications.

Chapter 4. Rehabilitations; C. Windows
(15) Do not use tinted or mirrored glass on major facades of the building. Translucent or low (e) glass
may be strategies to keep heat gain down.
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TIDENTIFICATION BASE DATA

:SﬁeetAdm?ss: Court House Sguars i i : Albemarle County Court House
§ Map and Parcel: 53-39 iod: 1803, 1859, c. 1865, 1938

3 Census Track & Block: 1-104 ] : Roman Revival with original
. f o Georgian
Present Owner: Albemarle County Height to Cornice:

Address: Height in Stories: 2
Present Use: Court House Present Zoning: B-1
d Original Qwner: Albemarle County Land Area (sq.ft.): 260 x 220
8 Original Use: Court House Assessed Value (land + imp.): 78080 + 197460 = 275,540

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

TR L alit

The Albemarle County Court House has, at one time or another, been an example of almost
every architectural style known in Virginia. The 1803 section is Georgian, with its stucco
jack arches and modillion coxrmnice. The 1859 section was Gothic revival with towers and
heavy lable molds. The post Civil Wax portico is Greek Revival. The whole sturcture was
remodeled in 1938 to conform with Colonial Revivals tastes. The result is a very pleasant
effect but wholly without architectural continuity. The interior has been so altered as

to make its original appearance obscure.

HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION

When the county seat of Albemarle was moved in 1762, a small wooden structure was constructed
as a c¢ourt house. It was this building that briefly served as the capitol of Virginia in

May, 1781. This building was also used by Jefferson and Monroe during the early years of
their law practices. This structure was replaced in 1803 by the existing north wing.

Jefferson referred to this building as the "common temple” which served the four denominations j
in the town as a church. In 1859 the south wing was designed by W. M. Pratt and built by
George Spooner. After the War, the Ionic portico was installed and the Gothic towers

CONDITIONS ' SOURCES

Sam Burnley, The Court House of Albemarle

County,

Mary Rawlings, Historical Guide.

Good

LANDMARK COMMISSIOM-DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Pkl




Caat S icvoric T
53*37 Dw*c/Pgrioﬂz

Blloeciss Slies

TG e
ince

5

1o mmele TR am
SAresonc meis
cio

2

To Gernice
O oLorics

orola
ol U )

% [}
~ b

1307

°
°
o
o

Coning: 6"05%&4‘/

2 20 x 220

8 Aesesend Vo lus (Lond+inn)
7% 08;0”-_}; I% 0 24{1

e e e

HosoriotLon

BTG hoe ol e

RSO % Em A e S S e e S e e e IR B TR ¢ e R e MeTIeSt A SNCERSIE EDIAC wwil e e

= 247‘(, 100

semcmr e mmree Wl W o

i o 3

Degeription

A

O SLE

<

T




An 2xample of the Hish Geexgian T Reciual,
never IndiSEnou bl Croills .

’\’m\té:\é ML\EQO‘ L"""\ Q‘imq‘ entrnce forch -
Slona, “C\ NS, el Lovndow- il lauel~

cormice madillions +dankils.
?D%Nw’cwl Rad= O

\NM::S- ;(&-W\ \om\q
Moudae d orick - é s s—H’LOQ-LQ—Q{




Albemarle County Circuit Court Complex
West Site - South Portico Updates

City of Charlottesville
Board of Architectural Review

November 21, 2023

FENTRESS | ARCHITECTS



FENTRESS | ARCHITECTS

November 21, 2023
EXISTING SITE PLAN

Albemarle County Circuit Court
Complex - West Site
Charlottesville, VA




WEST SITE - SOUTH PORTICO DESIGN

e November 21, 2023
il A . .
SR Albemarle County Circuit Court
ARCHITECTS
&8 FENTRESS WEST SITE Complex - West Site
Charlottesville, VA




EAST HIGH STREET

-~ o ™ | RENOVATED DRIVEWAY [
. { - _ — e | .
: I Wﬂw :. BUILDING

1935 CIRCUIT — - . I .- Gy At
, COURT BUILDING i - 1 !
H ; . 'U ' " :‘_
| I..\l >
- .y}
= = EAST SITE
u (dp)
2 = =1
w - :
1 '&J m i
: o 1803 —
dp) HISTORIC
= CIRCUIT
i COURT
& BUILDING
: NEW ELEVATED PLA & ._
AND ACCESSIBLE RAMP .
RENOVATE
“09:(\‘\
| ] 3 o 1 560,
[ s
EAST JEFFERSON STREET Scale: 1/32"=1"
SITE PLAN November 21, 2023
Albemarle County Circuit Court
FENTRESS | ARCHITECTS II“I WEST SITE Complex - West Site

Charlottesville, VA



1935 CIRCUIT COURT BUILDING

NEW WEATHER

PROTECTED
VESTIBULE

Oll 4| 8|
I

Scale: 1/8"=1"

November 21, 2023

ENLARGED SITE PLAN - SOUTH ENTRANCE AREA Albemarle County Circuit Court

FENTRESS | ARCHITECTS II“I WEST SITE Complex - West Site
Charlottesville, VA




November 21, 2023
EXISTING VIEW AT SOUTH ENTRANCE Albemarle County Circuit Court

WEST SITE Complex - West Site
Charlottesville, VA




EX-
I@ r = 310, = = 1
?}i NN I | M T M I @ H
il RSl e = B
ii ! . . ! |
N e e I i
- H o ' __,_-:,___ i o !
e =7 D1, B 1 O 1
7,:’ ‘ N N N N B B S S . - ‘
0’ 8' 16’ 32'
November 21, 2023
FENTRESS | ArcHITECTS ELEVATION - EXISTING AT EAST JEFFERSON STREET Albemarle County Circuit Court

WEST SITE Complex - West Site
Charlottesville, VA




an

— k1 (G D . _I_L__-_]:Jh
1

CIdED Woop REPWALEMENT

SRSHES 1 EXST. Wood =

FRANES ——— 1

.LLLJ L
: ol 1 ; |
FRRIOD Scontes /Pup. = ¢
COTOHE (51 To Bx') XSy BP-ILF-‘)

ML AL G (e mj ,,\

AV STOREFRONT e

etear sUNING —

(NLING |
AVMINUM STURE FrenT
NeN ENTRM PLNTA \[ %TEN\ W] oL U
N STYLE ENTRY podR
ACCC WEST lo.513 p"
PORTICO ELEVATION | (®)
- 3= L ‘ — ' e s
e — -
T, T T T T TR T TR A NSNS SUNEEEIEE R SRR RIS ANNSRNRRAN NN

W
fehe0 wood
REPUAEMENT
IRERES 1N BT ¥
Wood Fopags—" | /l
[
BPASTING X
BRIGK FACAYE ~
AWM STOREFRONT
VILUEAR QU NG |
RAMP HANDRRYL |
(v erosagd) . |
T RRESES == \\ e
hcce WEST 102743 h
PIRTICO SIDE ELEVATION
Gowv 3]0
0’ 2' 4 8

FENTRESS | ARCHITECTS

ENLARGED ELEVATIONS - SOUTH PORTICO

WEST SITE

November 21, 2023

Albemarle County Circuit Court
Complex - West Site
Charlottesville, VA



PHADow Boy BERMND

PTH W00 0 TRANS TV EXLST. TRANS b
PANEY INPLLL /\\

| e
wiilk =
Eali C%\ue ’{ 0 (] = 1983 pruashsa
| | / / Pk : ENTARLATUIRE
AU GLAD l y J . ( NoY ORAGINAL)
WD WikgaW | | B B | DEDICATION
| T i 17
INRUL —*—“[H"” | 1 I AN 1 | : SIGNAGE
| : > | L_,ﬁ"_. (87 owNER)
{ [ = — = S
o - BULLET RES[STANT REMVIE EXITT. CMSS 7
i Ifmj\“v;ﬁﬁl . DooR, ¢ FILL WiTH
v (REMY b A '
e Eraniee Worp PANEL WAW, (PT'0)
wiNpow )
Aece WEST 0.5.73
ENTR'Y VESTIBULE NokTh Elpy
—~ CY AT
November 21, 2023
ENLARGED ELEVATION - ENTRY VESTIBULE - NORTH emarle County Girouit Cou
) FENTRESS | ARCHITECTS WEST SITE Albemar gom;ﬁ/ef-wésct:sng

Charlottesville, VA



BR & SEAVANT

EX'6 Kev STONE

{‘_.
7| =r

CedED WINDIW STHRERRoNT

Uy e 1 e ' §.5. PN PLASHING Y/
B &3, % Becd SEAMT UPTVRNE 0 LE6 an 3465
Brick PAER — T a—|
1'AY SETTING B0 g
£.7.+ BA 4 SEAUNT.
S ~SUHED FLOBRING
/ é? =- 3 é o
WA-/ j"‘ IR = V"’Y °
R s 4 1 B R

A P P

,.
=
Y =« f f_j UCKTWEGHT CoNG. U,
NN R x ! b
¢ @ P41 6"+ CURE
4° OING S\Ap }' —— ©X §ole STePs
WKTER PRovEIN G % AtCc WEST *
722727 IO INEWW, DETAIL.  wers
P 2l

. &) FENTRESS | ARCHITECTS

CONCEPTUAL DETAILS - SOUTH PORTICO + ENTRY VESTIBULE
WEST SITE

November 21, 2023

Albemarle County Circuit Court
Complex - West Site
Charlottesville, VA



EXKT. TRANSOM

BRARE METAL SHapeW
B Pr') BLACK.

EXx\sr. cHECK RAIL

S/n¥ YENEER: {)
Ly e —_ i
\ i

WAW ASGeMaLY

1% TAMg BXTENSION (P1'D) ik 7
f PLASTER PAVGH
N 7, (RePAN tRN)
7 o ‘ "
S RUM. BAWISTIC DR. 7 /‘EX 6 PAL WA
> & FRANE (MATCH TRIM COLR) ). 5fah PLYWD SUEATAING
= . AND BLD R ING
é ;3 —— 3 bFé SEALNT
K 1D, Gl NG (AT EX6) 7
- 2y K (9 § L
' _NEW opeNwe (N FoeR ACcc WEST t
! 72 EXG WalL — [0.6.13 Py :
! 4——?—— FlowagLe UGRTIWELRT BQ@ EN ™RY (INFILL, SE CT/ON @ Bﬁ\\' \ST\C VEST‘B L Do AM%,
EXST Flov . ‘ =0
e CONCEPTUAL DETAILS - SOUTH PORTICO + ENTRY VESTIBULE November 21, 2025
5)) FENTRESS | ARCHITECTS WEST SITE Hbemare ggrl:;tléf Ir\C/\l;gs(t;g.th

Charlottesville, VA




Albemarle County Circuit Court Complex
West Site - South Portico Updates

City of Charlottesville
Board of Architectural Review

November 21, 2023

FENTRESS | ARCHITECTS


EAmtmann
Text Box
- Addendum 1


)
L |

|

2
o 1]
—
jE e
ERS PR -
. T \

L]
1
S

T - —_— s

N N N TN W R W m_ W m_ e -

o AW
4



EAmtmann
Architect

EAmtmann
Architect
1983 DOOR LEAVES

EAmtmann
Callout
1938 MILLWORK


3l ) - 4 i
T ; Ny i
! IR H : Al
=il i (!suff‘ Lt T e

i
C

L

o
‘

2 BRI

e

- ) ‘”u’f)‘nf/ FL. S ' o ' (- T D

e <o Ao et < v e e
rgE HT

it

Ei. o8

ot ma  et en

o N

N ; :
! ) ek : 3 . L - ",
o - i h.c‘_}3 yl&u“ P ; ) L
Y z ; A Nmpgiogae 0 G
i po A : : ; ! RUALS PR SS o 0l SO Bt
. W P hel [ : "y ~ s
e P o A ,é : AN
- [ S ;oA : f i : t fl o
| o | T L
; : i ; ! ; . : : . : 1 i i i itk
- o E | : o : : b H IR -
=z A : : L ; fg’:'} ! — : ; i H ‘ j i '
T - R I . e e ) - O SRS ¢ S Pob, i N RO . — .
i . j - ; ; - AR § 2 Ir e T i ,A.Lin‘_ﬁ o ,.‘.f..m.', I o -
. Find . A i T i ) ‘ Ce e ey o e e i et . :
34 ) _ S i, \ . . i o e e Fom s o - B e ) N N .
oo " _ T N REJoE i ‘ e S T e e

CazeEss oo
i-m i
) b
¥

:;mr)"_“ IR _ -
o ;
;

HEW COMC. L /

, SAETD ~ i

: o L S $ AR .

4 _ o : ~ ' o *':E:rf;vrmwi ,_@L—,-a L

{03

CCUET H LS E:

(n Nl,,, ELEATION e couer HousE e EAST ELEVATION e

k4

.
o
b
L SRV

v EIET, SLATE é@(frjf

RPTR 3

o~
o L BRET. BLRTE EOOF
. Pl - . . s
GO ERE Y’D—"'
- ST

H

SRRV | ,gg\ TR FLLE,
E BN Lo 12y, &%
i 2 =
; [ I;Yk :! .' B
- e
¢ ) & A
i - i
« i
( ,UEM ,;,=_ f\.;,.,- S = s

*
i : !
5 Ll
i H
r .
- I3

E N S

- . o B - : EEFI SR L ,«,\'g
; " = — .79

- P 11

P e A @jg‘ FIRET L T
' . o c ’ 5, IZ e s "; AT
. . - S : GL’J\Z/‘,, §

REMOVE: 415701 o)\.ﬁfﬁ
’?th L.a’m.,w::f <,

AR 2 (V’x’f k—A/Eﬁl -
EF EVIEN hidii, b

n.;-->‘ S R R B » S S , o By T -QF,_Q_&\L N’ﬁ"'F"/' ALII\,_/F‘XJ ST W IND Wi s T BRI ’\a'-
. S _ o _— . _ : . o i _ . . o o _ N ‘5‘,_ f,z\‘q e KA‘“‘;{N'“‘-'—*\;“W .’-'S;,i__f/‘) NS NTED N‘“} 3& :J,mm

1
H R
n.L,__n,Ti_.“m,M [ .
) LK . 8
s
et §
L
,
Pl

i, &t ')

SR

A [ j ; "‘-61#«@5_17‘:'
E%T[: EZ|0{2 ELFJATI I\JC"

ALBEMARLE- ‘coumv

N enovation of.
R (R B . | e e TR ko e s.*’A%w«a c:omww'w,“
e R - S e o _ o - | TR , S : o o T ' o Tow"mn"’“&

JOHNSON CRAVEN & GIBSON, ARGHITECTS
CHARLOTTESVILLE. VIRGINIA = MEMBERS A. C A

COMM. NO. |l . DATE § SCALE REVISIONS - Il ' nwa. NO.

eZ Al B RN e I A‘!3

NOTE L FOE m\zwu tDEITAs )?"E', ,mf’ A1O % AL

MNOTE » O" WiUIGATES AP f’f)f?l" GLASS #
' RIS Ah,f«fma SYoEr "Afmf‘ :

NOTE: THE CONT_R‘ACTOIR SHALL GHECK ALL DIMENSIONS AT THE BUILDING.
(T HE SHALL REPORT ALL: INCONSISTENCIES TO THE ARCHITECT. . . OF 47 _“

" BRUNING 4021 23571-7



EAmtmann
Architect

EAmtmann
Architect
1983 DOOR LEAVES FOR DOOR 129


; -5%2\?‘3“ T
FLACH'G . = T 2L
ﬁﬁs # TR F

I~

x % )inc:‘}»{..,

CARCH

17
i
P

{
i

4‘15,15 l‘I’ ‘ w };' Wﬁ s 4
A% L oL, S FRAMIFA

: C;m_ér__max-m;r;? IN. <

T A T ; S
Faaft

"ﬂxwrﬁ'm MW Nl
O REMAIN

AT e ATION I N RAsENe
' ' AMETAL

i e ’ﬂ‘uH . S L s
4 r—K’AMm T?é o ' / A ‘f\acswnr'-f/(ix JACK ARZH

'{;431’70. IH ?W“. i

i

!;‘;”” DN N '
TN AR SR EE Y

§ ‘ . SEL] LD FLLER ."' }1‘
3 -

IA;% L.-' '.

o

i
i

TR LOCK KALL

az e < o . - : ! ‘
a8 s ans g e [ S : ;
N ,gémmm g It » ) EATANE 7O KEMAN E z ? L et A AT
W ' ; ﬂ“ﬂh SR “FA‘%‘% o | f ; | o Trperer AALING
S et 4 | il _ A
AR r oL . :"5"_; _.m.i“ 1. H

T i” ’ .‘ . . . - . o . . B ._ ) . ‘ . : . .’ \LW» e s vem e _, e e e [P ;...,......,,- )y >) K T‘Q[ T{) \1A|H
;A : : : pr‘ L‘IE/A\O ' . o _ mn _ / Eﬁ;ﬁgﬁé 2 f?é WA;HT o
: ‘ - . L Sk : -5/‘ T ‘ o T e e o AL HECE&‘E::AKY

i o " @ o _- R _ o ' v /I D %MT@HWV KEMAIH

, T\ Ber TRANEOM BAR T KEMAN - " | I

s S REE CMETAL TOF X o RS
| | Vs 5

e e e e j.-_-n,m.-m:@n i

~ FIRES? B EAED FANEL.

!

H

i

H

:

H

:

;

H

1

;
I e
o,

FRAMINA

S e

I

§

it
A

o - S R R § B T BT PMELLED FRAME TO
SNET TR S R o - smAan ~REPAINT A% REQ'D

s : e ) . : : iL(:’“ %l_ou ) . %LO".
r / P U A N AP ....._.....,._/ - et e

I w"é??/\,g ‘é’)(:fdr Lo !‘37 H WAMz &

;
P
e S b

' Sk \'_“‘* W AKOUNCS

P

S 19 MAS NG P ARAENT LA

i
u
-f‘.:.::“(_\ffﬁl"’t?

L SREMOVE ERICK WATER
AT TARLE S LETURN 20 WALL
g ‘ .;f k_‘y 5}:‘—4 E [ ! L’(\L{q\iq

) i L _“ A” ”"( :"&www‘ww __, .o . . ) . o ) L ‘ L N R . . ._ T : e gx!
e g v e T T Ly e 1 SONE HALL . * - SR : e f;gf%_ﬁﬂﬁ ,,g;h SN

o e o laonidin aseseniedlon : e | S b T T SR N Aosira bRV | SRR S y  dompe peves
e LT U D £ | @JAF"E’J - mFeaTion MO CNAD mm,}:f‘l‘” i
L T R v 7 e V-~ A A I C=: 7 A v, G

AL TN SHARRAGL T B
g BT 2T

PR AL N"u &

A w-a:ax'rﬁlv

S EE= LAMT -+~ ' 5 ? i e . , “F]KET? ﬁ%ué% ' . | { T o
® Y RALING i S S ?{;M %ﬁﬁﬁﬁf” ok o o D _ : SEALANT - ) @‘ 'r
L J{r : k{ : e B . i : bt oo ol Co ) i oo smionams ’ ‘ : ’ . & &!?K E._, 2 Db sL){j : (} P —'!_,__; -
g | | ) | o o /Q'WFEREV?M T b ; - o 4 | | o8 | it
T z g L aNs ] L 4 i
RS R { § i I " .
. : ;i ] i ! R * 3 : \ g hS]
w2l : Hogy ] i ) B . e e o
e ATUED A = § Q%:iﬁf\?iﬁ- . _
. i ;
?, i

T T e s Y
: ) A : : . : ' . : V
\ : AN

BN, 2TONE Ll BELOW

1P S——" s e o . Sk

et st s omso = s o et | Y r.,.‘(,.,

: 4 .E,;ii;

E S

~ BT eﬂziﬁs 2L !
EEMAIN

\.(,
N

H

ug@;._.v M\m

e
.
—
Y

e

..}.1?4:_... B

Zetie, -%!s.;_, m:m

—

) t B B
;A @“W)
ST M, ﬁ ‘

®
Shm
i
P
<
a
Sj

T
2|

£ AT o]

" T . : . : . o : s s o aad g b o
H/zl‘:‘l_é?l ‘ . ‘ . - . . . - . 5 "? :

(i sl | : | I R L ]_i X £ty BRLiEe

A MET creiE L
[ OBEAT c o

“}f’!{% it '
O glen,em "F@u HJ: _

N

RS AT 4 " P
-EXPOSIRE T T FERED .(fu\m‘r\é( g
NI ER ey 1 S I el - _ o

o~ ?a:a«:aww
g | _

sor . C HEW WD —
L TAIEH EXST PHELLING:
A PLETER ST 6t

l . . . ’:_ Q “‘{ e

CNOTE: BRCASE URERA ¢ e gesl.

THIS AREAS TZM ﬂ} 55 38 B AP R :
"'EK]@T o) ia_. . “—‘;}.“ A
- CHANMHELS - NE R
: _ 7

S LN Gy BREAL

R4

Z |

,’; A oo o ek
A {"Axaw meae | g’w m f
; l y + I i . : S o MF’TN"’ : -
el KELESAED GREE ';»@?;L Aﬁzﬁfvam .
dnc i : TETAIL ‘
S L _:j:"‘“:"““"” : ' CUTHOLE N

ST ¥ S : EXEST. SiLL r;)p\
g T ) o | Ngrlcloprls

KGN T A AL AEFAIL i

e | (2AVSLL ‘wﬁf\ﬁArmb“ I BV
S . \&éy e o wEOT b RS IPNGA NP s CvEERot @N&ffﬁ’v #’Wmlh

~‘\.n oK.

/@m% IHEL

P T T

= META- LOGK RAIL

- ~m~n’ METAL w,z.a :
2 K'ﬁ::ﬁ":’p“ & _Or-&_c
_l}E-H La’d p‘é\/

+

ot il ey e A
_f)"'f)’é) i : xi

|

MET z;w=~{a/“_7--~ :

ﬁ\f"ﬂ TN O o i
TO Whﬁ*”—‘ 1 4 i _

‘ . g
W - o0

ST, WALL &
| TOOR FRAME.

%)

b
! - o
£ ) :
i i
i

L ““m‘.ﬂ;" coNe. A |

i T ST
-z . :
i

2 ‘a«éﬂ:wm ST CTRE e

RraiL W

E LONDI G ST

N

D

— e oo AU B — T
[ R

e it e~

T

oo

BT B KA

; \

L
F
{3

1t

-0

!

i

A

prdl

|

z.

2

E

H
TE N

>
O
=
.

A=) _ T S o ; L -"‘Q s-"‘?;.x{’z;g »«?:':_46 Tt ' : BT _ L , SR S . _ o | S o S o S i | : A R J.;
CTAT ~ AT - Y P - o . ’ M TR - R : ' ' ' R ' ' ' : ' ' :
.\&v&f’ PR 44D PR Pz=t0" R CHEE DET. T/l

'\‘A;z

A TR »ﬂvz 8
ORI N

“ i BEMOVE EXST TR n_w;“'j Wl

A;@qw wzmea

T EXleT.RASES - | }(\f?;\,)}_ S o B IR PR S KEM?N.
o I *___i,_wi_n_z;-; ’_‘”E:crpﬂru F;;fe;sﬁt‘ | L | L SR PR ‘ |
O HBEWAREE ML e s L{:’”""s.'-". IR %ﬁgﬁ\‘;’z [27=2% EARCEE I * ,f"”fwmi‘ L ENEWWD T R el ek
TR | 2 e ey L wmonpsesas | o i e e | GERET PAE?O 4 /o T
B R 1} KEpehREe. o TURER \T 1o TRANGOH -

' | x“";if?E&‘F@Q?Ku‘\‘?r- BAR -

e AsTR
AS R
&m-u. P

Ceerove exst, | ? SR N R
TRANSS !th,Lfi SRR P
' /é'mwwm BAR, R

SRS ¢ L L TEH BTG F{Afv‘rv’ ﬁ;’iﬁ@%‘“* %WLW% o
L RN AFTER OFG | =11 e b L
TN NELEINE cMU LR - 'T A

’“ﬂm R 2oTH 656’5& Co wug{@a«w

woo %WWM_'

i ;zsmfvzf EXET, N, AR, |
: Pl $PLATTER

HNER
T

wﬁfff%m;'f*.vfﬁ\¢45z¢z~*f

A s/ TS T

i MﬁrAt-To? AN I N L L TR R |
geomRals : ;L,.«»*'“'/L.,%»--‘«-rv?&%ﬁ
_ W e :
f
§

i sstEemesf
IR oo N {1 IR
A bade s fE

|

i

e

JoiNT

L onoE N
g T EDR LOR: ce m:)x )
ey L ABOVE THIS DOOK SEE
A pastt Dl ’:;/A-“Z?

[l
+
i

M’"(‘“- 4P ACAME
z‘_ mmmoﬁ..asmefrmm -

J"‘W Yy = aves | m ;AM%KH:AF/‘&'?’E/ N /\\JAM@(HEM’/’@!MJ
v a)“"x%&.)ﬂ%—‘”ﬁ-éfaﬁ"‘ﬂi‘. e M . 142-2 A | M s, Lheo% 1221 ‘, @ PRS0 . ; VZ'B =0

a‘-;';::gj-,

i : “\\1
B ) . . B P TR 3
. 55.; ) . . R '«J e € . ~ M
TN, 5‘{ Fﬁi’l—r} P"EM:U'ZE . ’ C AL‘;{“{}’&{,&"";K [T “
H ’ /’ur.ﬂ' . -+ E
i )

1§ T e S
w k i ’ t - Ry esera- |
w}g%g%\, !, ) i ,,%,“ .:‘,)\ e

I e ExPosED ..}-m“a)’f NERS CF N ’«JAL‘
SN S AT ’“’@(VT A-’«?\z;, A

' §

Y. o | @ol’a. - RETUEM T2 WAL =0
¥
‘\.

T | NN HEAV

R i
O I Mf—\cd!wr—“ <3 J |
AT VERIFYS e “HiEL A
e ’-lﬂ’? %@ ‘-’lé/“’\’ ﬁi’ﬂw?ﬁ*’
fmme AT JAviges oﬁuf

B S T E RIS

D E

1.2 geougar |

o

{,(;, ‘T"-?“ A= posd gezae |
é}LALENa?/ T SoEas T
ol e

e .H-.J

£
™)
—
r =
T
!
f:‘?-
X
&
LL“
K
\J

SURS S A
e

T
. [

s LT WYL P L e

., BE LOW

St ] -1
T
e | PN | WG 5 - L T yEXET SIoNE J“’* BELOW |

o . ) : AY _ et S e | E
o @ TATZH BN, 28 vERIEY - T T T T e s ST LA~ 12 . l ?
‘ | _ §

i B . . - : .mw/{ e :fw e WL NSO AT A 4 A Wéz R Do Y
i S : 5 I NS EEA S T BN SUARRY .~ ' S v’f‘ %mﬂ‘ r‘ﬂ'\m-: b o

; P e ALE . e B RS . i B “)”‘é b\'!’dV“‘ y

§ § i . : S . a 7

e EZ\FEK ¥
A EAAnoNJT,

HEWTM“"_», 1R
NEW AL Bl
’ o 7. RS
JOK OOV S PO P S X: : AR ; _. i

i 55

7]

SR ?’ci PR .«‘m)\/'ﬁ‘”l’ﬁ \fw <
- A"ﬁ fﬂe:sr\s r.frf; G r";f 57,(/‘(‘ 124, PETALA TR %;t? zze‘s };g}':w‘
| ) ENIAR T R vis _ ‘ ) :

~RETURT ZACKEANT 10 AL

R ARSI ABIVE # EELON i A,

gy AR R T PRAVICE LD eoon 2 e
. " /'F‘ {A\!"K"ﬁ!s, )

\ \~!,.3¢F‘=r4 H® BnSE OFW""

T KENMIVE, ﬁxlﬁﬁww

ol L
.K

f*'w? (N AMD dsar e | K\ -""“a o sty

AT

S . 3 : - Lo H c; AT Rav
- . . ] . L . 4 e ,1;.,((/4”/ \‘w;wfl
: -

e AR

Q

OOR. DETAILS

. = e e

Qenovatton o'._.{;._,

% /} WEZ FLINTH FLAES B b T
;L IRESL.ARA. . : RS ' -
,“; . - : S et AT 1

seremTTy u TE: EXETING FRAMIE 2 TN reinor oI 't%*“““‘; :
S o O RE AN mrwﬁaﬁ\/b - = Mmoo T L

3 B CONC. L4 . L N s

- 2 ; s . SRR B N P 5 REVE BXIOT ﬂ'-ﬁ\"”;ig 5:@ i ;:3-1 3:(; R
e e LI PAPER WICATION ST —-—r-'z _«,r ; /\ ' _ S RTINS Ly, PRAGDE W SRCUNCS . i

T EXISING CRITRICTICN m 1‘“ é/ /H(/Lp 3 TEE?}{; a B ‘..\\? AEREQOFRMALNG | \\.i “‘h:

K‘%THI/ LA
&

e .
Ag JORB 1T

R s ST LIALL - SUT
. N ";1 /ﬂ', EDg w2

ﬁ‘}" Lk 1 (‘n}!’,g:.
X

CNEW OMETAL
/7 SADPLE - &Emkf :
miﬁ "»aﬁ/ ' i

NN ENIST HASTER | g
[T FNER SRS Fﬁ;‘x.Tcii'we"‘”“}T
F’Mraf«_: A

H 1} 2 .o
B TR

Exf e _“-Ccoum SQUARE » cﬂnm.orrsswu.e

FLOOK

x . JOHNSON CRAVEN & GIBSON, ARCHITECTS

E,W&I', CTk if* j( HTHOLE’, N E“.X.vT .. S CHARLOTTESVILLE. VIRGINIA" - MEMBERS A, L A.
‘LL TO REMAI TSl PR HE‘N ?‘}Eﬁ )

T w asounps

@-?E.zio B

_ ' o - : | comm, No. [l pbate ] SCALE REVISIONS Tl owe. NO.
&vawwwo TV A giapa) .'ufg\fﬁuu': w_‘.; w%ﬁﬁ%%-%”3b ___ns

= R - e v T TS " y iy " LN T T Al :
VAL O f . ;a _ /*-'f":'p z) {,9 #H1-2 Al ot ' _& B = R _ - A v NOTE;: ' THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CHECK ALL DIMENSIONS AT THE BUILDING., OF 47
_ : - S - : o : ¥ HE SHALL REPORT ALL.INCONSISTENCIES TO THE ARGCHITECT. .

" BRUNING 40-21 235717 =



EAmtmann
Architect

EAmtmann
Architect
1983 DOOR LEAVES FOR DOOR 129


o boge odltnuE

e

BRUNING 4021 235717

i T B R EE IS NS sy : SO O S S U Ly S A S L S
| NE F‘%@;‘g Fggjg; ULLABEL Hgg:;fé’ | FMAEK‘* o BN N SIZE ;‘;72 ;[ F%’;gg | "D@‘}Q -ULLAE’FL “Eé?r | - K’FM. o r\lo | IZE: ;rgg_,{ %ﬁ’l’f fb‘gy‘;g gu.t.‘uam:a.- *iDétf,k} EEMAKK;
. e SR tes DA SN RSN BN S ) e e DR SRR 1 W At 8 I el BEPUTE SihehutI P , . . s i et LA L S
AL bed T e wwmw%wwywmw@mw%ﬁﬂW%wwwfixﬂw}””°f”w”§¥wwﬁwwff@“WW#” ’ ?g?éﬁ*???3*?@mﬁmwm7 NS VR TR ke
AL “‘{5?;{“ R o | rost CERIETING - — a:mm A et «ag %T o e YT 5 %éwc—: X J tal 50 | EXET] iwgfm - R
A l B &}%ﬂ _7,_ - - %‘ | 091 E)( ,@ IH\? — i - @'. E"EK‘M” ““””"m““ | ; 02 Zi Z' x@ Al b o {”‘“ o2y “5 " ‘:55&:{8”““”
| —lewporec | | 1 copsng o Bl o | MZW:E“EQ’Q_PH; R 6@,5“ A | "'355_"”}"“";lf?%“;-?l? B T R R e~ S |
T - o L e e szl ses Gyer awaromon o | 18 4 s B e ]
P | ey 2 ” vy ExsTie _-w ,.,x enris L mast N Py ""éf ;' K z/ @i; 4;5;‘ [ N e
ES DT N N 3 I EXSTING --- >< B R 2 B = *’T e a{ e RS SR =3 B B = e ———————
I A S RN T T R/ IS U P R S R L T S — 1 -t R R T S
RN B A R e ExsTNe -——~~z B R R T e P fﬁ.wé'"’ff,f,ﬁ,_ R a2 R A 2 D
B wj;j%{;f | . *yﬁf‘}%%‘ - i : z:usTiMu b PX[eTi | | | -215* ’o’dwd‘ I N ) O P s *
B o {,m-@, Y A e farhet oo [P T ke e T T T T T T Tk Lo
B oEer b | ERAc Ry ,Jmmwm@; e - a*‘x 7 !;; _j M M S o 215 4 am T SRR BPa T o
-g;@;m ExsTiNG st | e L 22 1 dolptd 2R v | B | 2 ses S - w g‘”; »?-: ov oz 4,, e
o197 Lot GploEer s | A 5 @é{; 1:5%5}1@ — Ty opE 5 KEECENSTL %ﬁ“’*?"\”’w R T T S A S T R R B ™
620 | EX ,’~ 3 r\} i— e ot i e L 1zes] Holxgo! |y | wmﬁmiﬁ e e sy X R PV AP 2 N N Exm«a V72 S
g2l 40 ar0' (p | wust | wht |z e @ fErigfe TRANgol 12274 5-57t! e e Teer iy mwwmwa”mm st — | sema o
e - -91* . %Dl o maat 14‘;2,‘% Ty %F bﬁ_ oy m_ ,mmﬁm o . i v BT MST T e ) T el mw M e T
&t i ””’ RN 7 o' R A -»,.,;E;.fFrﬁgfoif-. * S JW @ V4 *’““L/\ff“ R e P I T | ey o gdxad e S fz:)re(g\mmm T
BRI I ExisT LMt e e g\ REMOVE TRaM B R I I o R E P2 = T e T e T -%;;;:3;;5““;;;g:;,\;;;giw T
_a/ u 7l {; Fl 4% 4%t 1Jr~ & aLTuf\fouo;_r) JL mwﬁ sf 7 B . 1 S BRI RO VY R RO I e e x?-ﬁ ,w mwa””
c 0‘]%79F \ | | @- maw, I’HRFﬁHOLD @L -rmcmw_p '/z” | oz M 45 T * 55&.@ MMH@L ﬂ-;r;féq@: %‘5324 L aldk e g A R, I , ] M%FQ—%%’* T
252 90 700 D E\ m § Emw 'j R lpein” Eqé}}i[f“&’Q}?’A;LE"'feﬁf?ﬁi?,mr,«,;;f”}?{“f”z‘f'é?' ool e T T T T “é-;ér”; LT o
o264 k7D ) | R oo 1507 | exsnive | — | seems | e T iéfﬁ‘f"ﬁ EXigTiia TK‘”‘”‘%T”@ New Bl
m&?’? ,i}; _{/.5 . 7! “j" % 9 {,_%‘; - B g - Wé i ji}w”m Agr ni,_ SN S e o < e s i e et b o s 250 et st u/jmoé%n; _(.;l_“?ﬂ:;:;,w__wé : -a E e 4’;‘;33”_5-Mmﬂ;w_.,mw;/ﬂ““ N e et s e e e i e
E}'ijjgmﬁx_]g'ﬁ — 5 {I - m; i %?411 ;n | 1 : ?)EE%;\M \ . w,, _ﬁ i E , | " _,..~.~  ,i__ NP 4%[! B - E e e B e S E %@m; M .?; 5 5(! Oln BE_ ! M;%ﬁmm@ e e e et ]
LGN S R L L 3""@. RAUE TRAM Lo /\5 A “ - f»o& “725 170! a exema o Le oz ;E"%;"“,;;;m; W TR
oot Ja T v b A% s feesy L isTe) Epsiee  — | sesTig e R laose| L L R A B et
prr AT Ly Ly 5 BEE 5 TR 7 &' 2R T e R N R 1P N 1 - P O LR B -4 e T
e , 61,:{;!2 e ‘l‘/* g o : 5 !; '_43/4” g 4 i ;.\,::wrf% e o e e ;, !fééziw - ’”p\)\ . {); ?_;7.' - ﬁ[ - m .4_'5/‘;3 ' ! ;?) e e mh-wu,uM,L;j!} Z .4”.M,W,. ",jE) - _N.‘_»i....\ -.mé 4%‘? b e " "- . b e e e — O SERP—
_.&ﬁ__‘_;;; %mbw\;@wwm”wmw:ﬁ PRI O ﬁ/MJM pe Ef Ty o S o B 254 T, 7 i E)r ; “i Ay T T S
| | 5 1 ; L {;,4(4,&;{;,;,, 1, f: 4»/5! “ ' *\j%@ ) @ 4& ,, Y 3§ o 4y : T S
"’” W” MG L] ENIeT 1 D L T, W i D T ] | I M“Z 7 0 ;"7 o p R r’w s ;EE@ M-m]ém” HE“ TRMM
05’ /ﬁ 0}\ A' | - EXiar - : | _: .‘3 . | e | :j '; 4262; . , _| T:%?.ai : SR "?5”,‘5 -  ' ,«“X-g 0‘5 9“,5“;6(&1!”&;”” ”,,5 M{;ﬂa_\;;i,y . . - —
= BTSRRI OGP PO SO VHUN SOOI SO SOV SO RSSO SUNIRUIE U, WU SIS | B S R T R S - " - L U SRS T SR RSO S S ' e L
R Ex‘ew“‘"‘ *”’”:_“’"g ”,u_ Mf’; ;’3 [’ AR ‘5’52‘ /ﬁ o T o F o f w4 s Ev(\_\) ]
| ’,"?ff’: L)(b Nf m 4 o\ R R R e NN VI T T I CN ww u“ “o‘ T s ey R
lfff»/m ’i’i Otr'; 71:”5”““ &?: \ _ l"~4§j;§‘!§ﬂmh‘;(pé}f;\—“ \;-\f e e . M} 4531,): %}‘4! ;Mf;“/;i Mr/ z - g . A iwii; . o EHF\F{H ”\ I . :?)M; 5{@ “K,;” ,/ O)KM; WM? ,,mi/:r%‘“ h g: :; ..... S o —
C? /,, m( D'IN\; ' i e ?\*3 51 ; o ;‘5 e o T | ""! 4&%? f/“; R : ‘: L” % R ’ o " i 4‘2& ; “% ”“””"”:’”5(? gow “}I%m ‘ o ) f";_”{ '"', ;',{1?5 | r.:”;,gr‘ f' 3.“”'““” T e ey
e EXE‘}TN S A e et : s S ; e SE O s a7 f’ o 2 B s SeE D ewier
. L i 1 | | 0 | 229 ao -0 O | EXENG L oeat 3

=t

S :-%’ [

Dﬁ&%gﬁ&uEGJlﬁ'

o |

A
S

TR VAR

' : L Qenovet:on ALBEMARLE COUNTY- '

: '/5\ D G
"\w-._\/} . A : Lot
. . . N P .

 COURTHOUSE & FORMER OFFICE. BUILDING |
COURT SQUARE . CﬂARLﬁrfﬁs)ViLLﬁ . v‘ne’"’*ﬂ_.._f.jﬁ.

JOHNSON CRAVEN & GIBSON, ARCH#TECTS
CHARL.OTTESV!LLE VIRGINIA | MEMBERS A. LA,

by
F]
i

4

;
3
.:,"'Qa

d . —t
i o i

?
!
5

1
—
:rm. -

e o e = A L

[ |
) i Qo
1«_\ ....,........."..._A_,zc._.','/._....__..._,-4,.,(!,);_’_

Sgomee s . . . . _ : SRS § (R ” ‘ : o . . JRCTURUURPPPVS ¥ S SO O ) 1 TR - B S _ - R . . : -
(P PEREL w2 . : } j R TH Toa & ;95\,4;:;” ot | iL"c.,O : - ‘ : _ . - - _ . . . L oo . s ) COMM. NO, DATE ’ ) SCALE ) R_EVISIONS DWG. NO. .

VT b ¢ : : S : ) P L M €!%) ' . o : : i ' ) o : : o : . S : i : . " g i ‘
viSlon # ““ o e o '*—ér—*‘v’“v | .f‘“/*’* B {L - . | o T S e Ff) APPUED PANEL o L0PELT 2985 || AT NoTED e A-6 ||
_DOOR_ TYPES e o — o _FRA ME TY F’E 7 -.MOULDIHé - DOoR TIPE. @' e rrer e orar |

- HE SHALL REFORT ALL: INCONSISTENCIES TO THE ARCHITECT.

| S ————-

AT T 42 Ty SpTARE el £ Pl
LT ﬂff\u : _ ﬂ UEH ‘f://“/{.#‘ L W%}‘

N}'

e § T e O S T ‘ _ _ e . , . AN TN i e i . L o F



EAmtmann
PolyLine

EAmtmann
PolyLine

EAmtmann
PolyLine

EAmtmann
Arrow

EAmtmann
Arrow

EAmtmann
Arrow

EAmtmann
Text Box
1983 DOOR LEAVES FOR DOOR 129


Werner, Jeffrey B

From: Eric Amtmann <EAmtmann@dgparchitects.com>
Sent: Monday, November 6, 2023 4:42 PM

To: Werner, Jeffrey B

Subject: RE: Office Bldg loggia

WARNING: This email has originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Jeff,

The specifications call for clear glass. Here is a snippet from our 08 80 00 specification for %” Exterior Glass:
e Low-Iron Annealed Float Glass: ASTM C1036, Type |, Class | (clear), Quality-Q3; and with visible light transmission of not less
than 91 percent and SHGC of not less than 0.87.
e  Basis-of-Design Product: Subject to compliance with requirements, provide Vitro Architectural Glass “Starphire” or a

comparable product.
e Thisis from the East Site 1” Insulated Glass Sample Submittal:

i - i i X ]
. lr‘!..lll.‘i|||!-i||fl;_"i ..'!"!-.IEIH I..].I-II

= 5% ] ] L
. IF] 1 1 ‘I.|I,FI | g | 'n

FERFOF M AR & i Td el "

e The visible light transmittance is reduced to 0.65 when two Layers of %” glass are used in an insulating glass
unit.

Thank you,
Eric

Eric W Amtmann AIA

DALGLIESH GILPIN PAXTON ARCHITECTS
206 Fifth Street NE

Charlottesville Virginia 22902

434 977 4480 (office)

434 882 1767 (mobile)

dgparchitects.com
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Albemarle County Courthouses

EXTERIOR LANTERNS
8 November 2023

ARCHITECTURAL LIGHTING DESIGN



EXIT LIGHTING - Lanterns

A variety of glass and metal
finish options are available.
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Traditional style lanterns

are not dark sky compliant.
There are modern
interpretations of this type of
fixture that are, but they tend
to be a bit bitter, as they’re
usually designed as pole
lights.

Steven Handelman Steven Handelman

Hinkley Northeast Lantern

Albemarle County Courthouses - Decorative Fixtures | 28 July 2023 mCIa

ARCHITECTURAL LIGHTING DESIGN
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