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City of Manassas, Virginia
Architectural Review Board Meeting

AGENDA

Architectural Review Board Meeting
9027 Center Street

Manassas, VA  20110
Second Floor Conference Room

Tuesday, August 08, 2017

Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance - 7:30 p.m.

Roll Call

1. Approval of the Meeting Minutes

1.1 July 11, 2017 Architectural Review Board Meeting Minutes
7.11.17 Draft Minutes

2. Old Business

2.1 ARB #2017-36
9325 Battle Street
Rob Posch
Staff Report
Application and Attachments

3. Other Business

3.1 Old Town Update(s)

3.2 Code of Conduct
Code of Conduct - BCC

Adjournment
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DRAFT  

     

MINUTES 
REGULAR MEETING 
CITY OF MANASSAS  

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
 

July 11, 2017 – 7:30 P.M. 
 
 
Members Present:  William Rush, Chairman 
    Debbie Haight, Vice Chairman 

Jan Alten  
Nancy Hersch Ingram 
Fatima Pereira-Shepherd 
Myra Buchanan Brent 

   
Members Absent:   
 
 
Staff Present:   Jamie S. Collins, Development Services Manager 
     
       
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
ROLL CALL AND DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
Staff called the roll, and a quorum was determined. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – June 13, 2017 
Ms. Shepherd motioned to approve the minutes as submitted.  Ms. Ingram seconded the 
motion.  The MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE. 
 
NEW BUSINESSAFF 
2017-36 
Rob Posch  
9325 Battle Street 
 

The applicant is requesting approval for several items, included replacement of the existing wood 
siding, modification of the exterior elevations, including door, window and light placements.  In 
addition, the request includes modifications to the rear addition, to include the modification of 
the roof line, removal of an enclosed porch and the addition of a deck.  The applicant is also 
evaluating modifications to the structure’s trim work and guttering system.  Items that may be 
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the subject of additional Board review in the future include the primary roof and front porch 
columns.  It was agreed to discuss and vote on individual items related to the application. 

Roof - The roofing material of the rear addition is currently proposed to be changed from the 
existing corrugated sheet metal to a standing seam metal to match the primary roof.  The 
applicant is still exploring options for roofing material on the primary roof.   
Staff recommended approval as submitted. 
 
ARB Discussion 

The ARB discussed the existing authentic standing seam roof, and cautioned against the newer 
system of adding a rib batten over the standing seams. 

Ms. Haight made a motion to approve the rear roof replacement as submitted, to match the 
existing standing seam roof on the main house.   Ms. Shepherd seconded the motion.  The 
motion was amended to include the change to the roofline at the rear addition to make a single 
slope / rake board rather than the current stepped roof. 

Roll Call – Roof Replacement on building rear 

   

 
 
 ANALYSIS 
  
 

 
THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Gutters – The applicant is proposing replacement of the structure’s existing hidden gutter 
system with a more modern, exposed guttering system.  The current application did not 
include detailing indicating how the new gutter system would affect the existing cornice trim.  
Staff distributed information gleaned from the internet recommending that hidden gutters be 
restored rather than replaced with a new exposed gutter system.   The applicant indicated that 
replacement of the gutters would be preferable due to the level of deterioration of the existing 
gutter system.  Staff recommends deferral of this item until detailing is presented on any 
alternative.  The Board concurs that repair of the gutters is recommended. 
 
Siding - The structure’s existing wood siding is in significant disrepair in several locations.  The 
applicant is proposing to replace the wood siding with HardiPlank.  The applicant would also 
like to install a band board on the two side elevations to differentiate between the two levels.  
The applicant will be painting the upper level of the house a different shade of color. Staff 
recommended approval as submitted. 
 
ARB Discussion 
The ARB discussed utilizing the flat hardiplank siding.  The applicant would like to utilize Aztec 
trim on the project, with the exception of the window and door trim.  The Board concurred 

Ms. Haight Y 

Ms. Shepherd Y 

Chairman Rush Y 

Ms. Ingram Y 

Ms. Alten Y 
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with the smooth Aztec trim for the band board only.  Further detailing including actual sizes 
would need to be presented in order to approve the Aztec material for use on the vertical 
corners, fascia, and rake boards. 
 
Ms. Alten made a motion to approve the smooth hardiplank siding replacement as submitted, 
and the smooth Aztec material for the band board as submitted.  Ms. Haight seconded the 
motion. 

   

Roll Call – Siding  
 
 
 
 
 
 

THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Windows – The applicant has indicated the structure’s existing wood windows are in disrepair.  
Action for the Board at this month’s meeting is for approval of window sizes and placements 
(including window removals along the rear elevation).  The specifics of the actual window 
replacement and units will be brought back to the Board for approval at a later meeting. 
The windows proposed for removal are not original to the structure, and are mismatched.  
Staff recommended approval as submitted. 
 
ARB Discussion 
Ms. Alten made a motion to approve the removal of the non-original windows as submitted, 
Ms. Shepherd seconded the motion. 
 
Roll Call - Windows 
   

 
 
 
 
 
 

THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Doors – The application proposes modification and replacement of both the front and rear 
doors.  Action for the Board at this month’s meeting is for approval to modify the front 
elevation from a dual entry to single entry; however the specifics of the door units will be 
brought back before the Board for approval at a later meeting.  The applicant has indicated the 

Ms. Alten Y 

Ms. Haight Y 

Chairman Rush Y 

Ms. Ingram Y 

Ms. Shepherd Y 

Ms. Alten Y 

Ms. Shepherd Y 

Chairman Rush Y 

Ms. Ingram Y 

Ms. Haight Y 
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trim work around the existing dual front doors would be saved and reused to trim the new 
single front door.  Staff recommended approval as submitted. 
 
ARB Discussion 
The ARB feels that the single entry door with transom and sidelights will make the house look 
more like a single family residence. 
 
Ms. Haight made a motion to approve the alteration to the front entry as submitted, Ms. 
Shepherd seconded the motion. 
 
Roll Call – Front Door 
   

 
 
 
 
 
 

THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Lighting - The existing front porch lights would be relocated, as shown on the plans, to flank 
the new single door entry.  Staff recommended approval as submitted. 
 
ARB Discussion 
While these light fixtures are not original to the structure, relocating them at the same 
mounting height will not deter from the structure. 
 
Ms. Shepherd made a motion to approve the relocation of the front entry lights as submitted, 
Ms. Haight seconded the motion. 
 
Roll Call - Lighting 
    

 
 
 
 
 
 

THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Porch Columns – The applicant is currently evaluating the condition of the front porch 
columns.  If it is determined the scope of work would be more than just repair/maintenance, 
changes would need to be brought before the Board for approval. 
 

Ms. Haight Y 

Ms. Shepherd Y 

Chairman Rush Y 

Ms. Ingram Y 

Ms. Alten Y 

Ms. Shepherd    Y 

Ms. Haight Y 

Chairman Rush Y 

Ms. Ingram Y 

Ms. Alten Y 
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Rear Addition Alterations/Deck – As shown on the applicant’s plan, modifications are 
proposed to the rear addition and enclosed porch.  This includes the removal of the existing 
enclosed porch in the center of the addition, modification to the roof line, and the addition of 
a deck. 
 
ARB Discussion 
The Board feels that this element of the project can be approved administratively.  While staff 
felt it important to bring the entire project before the board, the zoning ordinance will be 
referenced to confirm that the changes to the rear can be approved administratively. 
 
*Staff confirmed after the meeting that the alteration/demolition of the rear addition could be 
done administratively. 
 
The following items need to be returned to the Board for action at a later date: 

• Replacement of windows. 
• Specifics of the proposed front and rear doors. 
• Any proposed changes to the roof material that do not constitute maintenance. 
• Any proposed changes to the front porch columns that do not constitute maintenance. 

 Modifications to the structure’s gutter system. 

 Changing of the structure’s trim material. 
 
OLD BUSINESS 
2017-31 
Mike Freeland 
9358-9360 Main Street 
 
Chair Rush recused himself from this case, Vice Chair Haight conducted the meeting for this 
case. 
 
This case originally came before the Board in May.  After much discussion the case was 
deferred for further investigation of the condition of the windows as well as final color of the 
windows.  The existing building is a contributing structure and is located in the historic core. 
 
The applicant is seeking approval for the replacement of six second story windows which, the 
applicant believes, are in a deteriorated condition. The six windows include four second floor 
windows facing Main Street and two second floor windows on the north elevation.  The 
applicant is proposing a Pella ProLine 450 Series wood window clad in aluminum using a 
simulated divided light to match the existing 2/2 window design.  The windows are proposed to 
be brick red in color to match existing reddish/brown color. 
 
After an evaluation of the windows by staff, they appear to be in repairable condition.  Staff 
would recommend the applicant attempt to repair and repaint as recommended by the Design 
Guidelines.  If during the repair process it was determined the windows were not repairable, 
and additional information was provided by the applicant demonstrating such, staff would 
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reconsider the request for replacement windows.  Staff would also recommend the applicant 
explore the use of Storm Windows, as recommended by the Design Guidelines, to address 
energy efficiency concerns.  Staff recommends denial of the application as submitted. 
 
ARB Discussion 
The Board confirmed with the applicant that the existing window openings would remain 
intact.  The board asked if the repair of the windows was investigated, and the applicant 
replied that there was little cost difference when the labor for the scraping was included. 
The color selected for the windows will be a close match to the existing window color and the 
brick color. The new windows will be 2/2, with exterior and interior muntins as well as a 
shadow bar between the window panes. 
 
Ms. Shepherd made a motion to approve the replacement of the windows as submitted, Ms. 
Ingram seconded the motion. 
 
Roll Call – Window Replacement 
    

 
 
 
 
 
 

THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Old Town Update 
 
At the June BZA meeting, the request to leave the pole for the sign at Sinistral in its original 
location was approved.  The appeal brought by the owners of 9512 and 9514 Liberty Street was 
denied by the BZA. 
 
The Board raised concerns that window signage had not come before the Board; however staff 
confirmed window signage is now administratively approved. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Ms. Shepherd moved to adjourn the meeting.  The MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY TO 
ADJOURN THE MEETING.  The meeting ended at 8:48 P.M. 
 
 
__________________________________   ___________________ 
William Rush, Chairman      Date 
  

Ms. Shepherd    Y 

Ms. Ingram Y 

Ms. Haight Y 

Ms. Alten Y 
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 ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
 No. 2017-36 

 
 

 

Applicant(s): Rob Posch 
 
Site Owner(s): Rob Posch  
 
Site Address: 9325 Battle Street Tax Map No.: 101-01-00-512  
 
Site Location: Eastside of Battle Street, 100 feet north of the intersection with Quarry 

Street. 
 
Current Zoning: R-1, Low Density, Single-Family Residential Parcel Size: 0.20 Acres   
 
Age of Structure: 117 Years Type of Structure: Residential 
 
Summary of Exterior Alterations 
Request:  
 
  Date Accepted for Review: June 19, 2017 
  Date of ARB Meeting: July 11, 2017 
  August 8, 2017 9
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STAFF REPORT  
 
ARB Case:     2017-36 
Applicant:      Rob Posch  
Address:     9325 Battle Street 
 

 
REQUEST 

The applicant is requesting approval of several alterations to the structure, including: replacement of the 
existing wood windows with aluminum clad wood windows; modifications to the front elevations to provide, 
an option to the previously approved single entry door with sidelights, with approval of the option for a 
single entry door without sidelights.  Finally, after further analysis of the structure, the applicant has found 
significant deterioration in one of the structure’s chimneys and is requesting removal of the chimney. 

 

This applicant was previously before the Board at its July 2017 meeting, at which time the Board approved 
several alterations to the structure, including: replacement of the existing wood siding, modification of the 
exterior elevations, including door, window and light placements.  In addition, the request included 
modifications to the rear addition, to include the modification of the roof line and change in roof material.  
The removal of an enclosed porch and the addition of a deck were determined by Staff to be eligible for 
administrative approval, in response to a suggestion by the Board. 

 

Items that may be the subject of additional Board review in the future include: modifications to the 
structure’s guttering system, trim work, roof, and front porch columns. 

 

PROPERTY INFORMATION 

 

Location – Eastside of Battle Street, 100 feet north of the intersection with Quarry Street. 

 
Historical Significance – Set on a stone foundation, the two-and-one-half story, four-bay twin house is 
ornamented with minimal Queen Anne-style detailing and Colonial Revival-style adornments.  It is wood 
framed construction clad in weatherboard siding.  It is covered by a standing-seam metal roof with two 
symmetrically located brick chimneys and one hipped dormer.  The overhanging eaves have a boxed 
cornice with a molded, double frieze.  The one-story, four-bay porch is covered by a flat roof with 
overhanging eaves, ogee cornice, and plain frieze.  It is supported by turned posts and balusters.  
Fenestration consists of 2/2 and 6/6 double hung wood sash windows and a 1-light transom over the two 
wood panel entrance doors.  A one-story, four bay wood frame addition is asymmetrical, and attached to 
the rear, east elevation.  It is covered by a shed roof and has tripartite window with 8-light fixed wood 
windows flanking a 6/6 double hung wood sash window.   An excellent, intact, example of a twin dwelling, 
the building is ranked notable and is contributing to the National Register historic district. 
 

CITY OF MANASSAS 
Department of Community Development 

Elizabeth S. Via-Gossman, AICP, Director 

Phone: 703-257-8223    Fax: 703-257-5117 
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Surrounding Properties – The section of Battle Street, from the subject site, north, contains 
predominately residential structures ranked contributing, among them are the: Robert C. Weir House, as 
well as houses at 9319, 9321, 9323, and 9329 Battle Street.  In addition, across the street from the subject 
house, is the Landmark Structure house once owned by Albert Speiden at 9320 Battle Street. South of the 
site is the contributing structure, Trinity Episcopal Church, at 9330 Battle Street. 
 

APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL 

 
For the benefit of the Board, staff wanted to provide a brief summary of this project.  The applicant is 
undertaking a significant rehabilitation project of the structure, which has fallen into disrepair.  Currently, the 
site has been issued a demolition permit for interior non-structural work, providing the applicant the 
opportunity to begin demolition work and further evaluate the condition of the structure.  As with any 
residential project containing interior alterations, building plans and permits from the City will need to be 
secured by the applicant to complete the rehabilitation of the interior of the structure.  This application was 
before the Board at the July 2017 meeting, when several components of the project were approved. 
 
The purview of the Board for the subject of this ARB application is for the exterior changes to the structure.  
The applicant has proposed several modifications to the exterior of the structure, as outlined below: 

 Roof - The roofing material of the rear addition was approved at the July 2017 meeting to be changed 
from the existing corrugated sheet metal to a standing seam metal to match the primary roof.  At this 
point, the applicant is anticipating any roof replacement would be standing seem metal to match the 
existing roof.  If it is determined the scope of work would be more than just repair/maintenance, 
changes would need to be brought before the Board for approval. 

 Chimney – A new item that was not included in last month’s staff report is the chimney.  After 
completion of interior demo work around the chimney, it was discovered that the brick / block on one of 
the two chimneys has significantly deteriorated.  For this month’s meeting, the applicant is 
requesting demolition of the deteriorated southern chimney, while retaining the northern 
chimney that appears to be in good condition. 

 Gutters – The applicant continues to explore the structure’s existing hidden gutter system and possible 
replacement with a more modern, exposed guttering system.  If the applicant decides to move forward 
with changes to a modern system, Board approval would be necessary. 

 Siding - The replacement of the wood siding with HardiPlank and the addition of a smooth Aztec band 
board along both side elevations was approved at the July 2017 meeting. 

 Trim - The applicant continues to explore the condition of the existing trim, which appears to be in good 
condition around the majority of the structure’s doors and windows.  However, other locations around 
the structure are significantly deteriorated and contain a variety of materials.  If the applicant decides to 
move forward with changes in design or material, Board approval would be necessary. 

 Windows – In addition to staff’s visit to the site, the applicant has provided photo documentation of the 
significantly deteriorated wood windows for the structure.  Action for the Board at last month’s meeting 
is for approval of window sizes and placements (including window removals along the rear elevation).  
For this month’s meeting, the applicant has brought in specifics of the proposed aluminum clad 
wood window to replace the existing wood windows, and is requesting approval. 

 Doors – At the July 2017 meeting the Board approved the removal of the two entry doors to be 
replaced with a single entry door, which included transom and side lights, on the front elevation.  For 
this month’s meeting, the application would like approval of a second optional design, which 
would still be a single entry but without sidelights. 

 Lighting – At the July 2017 meeting, the Board approved the relocation of the existing front porch lights 
to be relocated as shown on the plans, to flank the new single door entry. 

 Porch Columns – The applicant is currently evaluating the condition of the front porch columns.  If it is 
determined the scope of work would be more than just repair/maintenance, changes would need to be 
brought before the Board for approval.  
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 Rear Addition Alterations/Deck – It was determined by Staff, in response to a suggestion by the Board, 
that alterations to the rear addition could be approved administratively.  This includes the modification 
of the rear addition to the structure and the addition of a new deck.   

 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

 
The building is not new construction, so applicable design guidelines for Windows can be found in the 
Historic District Handbook, pages 55-63. The guidelines indicate that original windows should be repaired 
and should only be replaced when they are missing or beyond repair. The applicant has submitted several 
photos showing the deteriorated condition. Staff visited the site in July, 2017 and found signs of significant 
deterioration of several windows. The applicant is proposing a wood window with aluminum cladding and 
simulated divided light. Aluminum clad and simulated divided light have been previously approved by the 
Board.  The applicant is proposing a 2/2 design match for all windows on the structure except for four (on 
the front elevation) two center windows on the second floor and the two windows in the dormer.  The 
applicant has proposed, and staff supports, the change of the windows to a 2/2 design to match the rest of 
the structure’s windows. 
 
The applicable design guidelines for doors are found on pages 64-66 of the City of Manassas Historic 
District Handbook. The guidelines generally state that doors should only be replaced when they are 
missing and beyond repair. Original doors should be retained and can be weather-stripped.  With the 
function of the structure changed from a duplex to a single family home, the Board approved at last 
month’s meeting to change to a new single entrance that is sympathetic to the structure.  This includes the 
use of a paneled door with transom above, respecting the existing doors, as well as the placement being 
centered on the elevation, respecting the symmetry of the home.  This design included the use of sidelights 
which provided a consistent center width, in light of the double windows above on the 2nd floor and dormer.  
The applicant is requesting a second option for the front elevation, which is to eliminate the sidelights but 
retain the transom above the door.  The applicant is still working on the final interior configuration of the 
structure, and based upon the final design they are unsure if they will be able to accommodate a front entry 
that includes sidelights. Staff believes both the sidelight option proposed last month and the non-sidelight 
options proposed this month have their merits.  While the original design with the sidelights provides 
balance and rhythm in the vertical design of the structure, the non-sidelight option maintains a horizontal 
rhythm and is in keeping with the original doors of the structure which did not have sidelights. Staff 
supports approval of the option for a front door without sidelights.  The applicant still needs to return to the 
Board with a final door panel design. 
 
Recommendations for roofs can be found on pages 51-54 of the Historic District Handbook. The guidelines 
note that removal of original chimneys that contribute to the style and character of the building can reduce 
the visual integrity of the roof.  The applicant is proposing removal of the southern chimney which has a 
significant amount of deterioration to the brick in the attic/2nd floor space.  Deterioration in some areas of 
the chimney has resulted in sections where brick is completely disintegrated, resulting in holes in the 
chimney walls.  In discussion with the applicant, it appears the chimneys were used as ventilation prior to 
wood burning stoves that would have heated the rooms of the structure; there are no fireplaces in the 
home.  Since the structure was a duplex, each unit had its own chimney.  In light of the limited contribution 
the chimney makes to the overall style and character of the house, the extent of deterioration to the 
chimney, and the conversion of the structure to a single family home, staff supports the applicant’s 
proposal to remove the southern chimney and retain the northern chimney. 
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Review Criteria 
Pursuant to Section 130-406 (a), the ARB shall consider the following criteria in determining whether or not 
to issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for construction or alterations: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CRITERIA APPLICATION 

Activity Proposed: 
 

Exterior Modifications: Replacement of the existing wood 
windows, modification of the exterior elevations, including 
front door design and chimney removal.   

(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 HOD. 

The replacement of the windows, the proposed option for 
the front door design, and removal of the southern chimney 
are compatible with the site and HOD. The proposed 
aluminum clad wood windows, with simulated divided lights 
have previously been used in the Historic District. Staff 
believes the modifications of the exterior elevation 
modification to add the second front door option with no 
sidelights, and removal of one of the two chimneys are 
compatible with the site and HOD. 

(2) The harmony of the proposed change 

in terms of overall proportion and the 

size and placement of elements such 

as entrances, windows, awnings, 

exterior stairs, and signs. 

The replacement of the windows, the proposed option for 
the front door design, and removal of the southern chimney 
are compatible with the site and HOD. The proposed 
aluminum clad wood windows, with simulated divided lights, 
have previously been used in the Historic District. Staff 
believes the modifications of the exterior elevation 
modification to add the second front door option with no 
sidelights, and removal of one of the two chimneys are 
compatible with the site and HOD. 

(3) The effect of the proposed change on 

the historic district neighborhood, 

setting, or streetscape. 

N/A 

(4) Whether the proposed method of 

construction, renovation, or restoration 

would have an adverse impact on the 

historic or architectural character of the 

structure or site, or on adjacent 

buildings or structures. 

N/A 

(5) The Secretary of the Interior Standards 

for Historic Preservation, as may be 

relevant. 

In keeping with the Secretary of the Interior Standards, the 
modifications appear to keep the integrity of the structure 
intact.  The alterations to remove the one utilitarian 
chimney, staff believes, are of limited significance to the 
style and character of the structure. 

(6) Any applicable provisions of the 

adopted design guidelines. 

The replacement of the existing wood windows, 
modification of the exterior elevations, including front door 
design and chimney removal, would not have a negative 
impact on the original building character.  The proposal is 
generally consistent with the design guidelines. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 
Staff recommends APPROVAL of the application for the following items: 

 Replacement of the existing wood windows with aluminum clad wood windows with simulated 
divided light. 

 Permit the property owner the option to have the single front door with or without sidelights. 

 Removal of the southern chimney. 
 
With the following stipulations: 

 All windows will be of a 2/2 design; on the front elevation; this includes the change of the two center 
windows on the second floor and the two windows in the dormer from their current design to a 2/2 
design. 

 The owner may retain the existing four storm windows on the front elevation windows. 

 
The following items need to be returned to the Board for action at a later date: 

 Specifics of the design of the proposed front door panel. 

 Any proposed changes to the roof material that do not constitute maintenance. 

 Any proposed changes to the gutters that do not constitute maintenance. 

 Any proposed changes to the trim that do not constitute maintenance. 

 Any proposed changes to the front porch columns that do not constitute maintenance. 
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CODE OF CONDUCT 
City of Manassas 

Boards, Committees, and Commissions 
                           
 
INTRODUCTION 

The intent of the Code of Conduct is to encourage fair, ethical, and accountable local 
government in the City of Manassas.  The community expects all individuals serving the City, 
including members of its Boards, Committees, and Commissions, to be objective and thoughtful 
in their judgment and actions and to conduct City business openly and in an atmosphere of 
respect and civility.  Additionally, all members are expected to comply with both the letter and 
the spirit of the laws of the United States of America, the Commonwealth of Virginia, the 
Manassas City Code of Ordinances, and adopted City policies. 

The attitudes, words, and actions of the members of the Boards, Committees, and 
Commissions should demonstrate, support, and reflect the principles identified in the Code of 
Conduct.  While it is not possible to anticipate and provide a Code of Conduct that addresses all 
the situations members may face, this Code of Conduct is designed to provide a framework that 
guides individuals as they perform their duties. 
 

1. All members of the City’s Boards, Committees, and Commissions (hereafter denoted as 
“members”) will be truthful and forthright with colleagues, City staff, and all others as 
they make decisions and recommendations that are in the best interest of the City and 
its residents. 
 

2. Members of Boards, Committees, and Commissions have no individual authority and 
will refrain from making promises, decisions, or commitments that have not been 
authorized.  When presenting their individual opinions and positions, individual 
members shall explicitly state they do not represent their membership or the City. 
 

3. Members shall comply fully with the Commonwealth of Virginia Conflict of Interests Act 
(§ 2.2‐3100) and will not take any special advantage of services or opportunities for 
personal gain, by virtue of their position, which are not available to the public in 
general.   Members shall refrain from accepting any gifts, favors, or promises of future 
benefits which might compromise their ability to make impartial recommendations or 
give the appearance of being compromised. 

 
4. Members shall respect the confidentiality of information specified as such and 

acknowledge that information shared in a closed session shall remain confidential. 
 

5. The professional and personal conduct of all members of the Boards, Committees, and 
Commissions must be above reproach and avoid even the appearance of impropriety.  
Members shall refrain from abusive conduct, personal charges, or verbal attacks upon 
the character or motives of other members, City Council, City staff, or the public. 
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6. In accordance with Sec. 2‐301 (b) of the Code of Ordinances, members of Boards, 
Committees, and Commissions shall regularly attend and prepare for each meeting and 
review the information provided. 
 

7. Public resources, including City staff time, equipment, and supplies or facilities, that are 
not available to the public in general shall not be used by members for private gain or 
personal purposes. 
 

8. It is expected that members will listen courteously and attentively to all public 
discussions before the body and focus on the business at hand.  Members agree to treat 
all persons, statements, and transactions in a fair and equitable manner, giving due 
consideration to the merits of the issue before making a decision or recommendation. 
 

9. The members of all Boards, Committees, and Commissions, through actions and 
performance, will contribute to a strong organization that exemplifies transparency and 
open communication. 
 

10. The members of the City’s Boards, Committees, and Commissions are charged with 
providing guidance, recommendations, and in some situations, making decisions as an 
independent body.  However, the daily management of the City is delegated to the City 
Manager with City Council serving as the governing and legislative body. 

 

 
The Code of Conduct is intended to be self‐enforcing and is most effective when members 

are familiar with and agree upon its provisions. 
As a member of a City Board, Committee, or, I agree to uphold the Code of Conduct and 

carry out my duties and responsibilities in accordance with the expectations outlined above. 
 

     
                           
Member Signature              Date 
 
               
Name (Printed) 
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