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The following table summarizes the dominant discussion during the July 27, 2021 ARB Work Session. The Berkley 

Group, Manassas City Staff, and ARB discussed treatments and levels of review for contributing, landmark, and 

infill structures.  

Topic: Defining Contributing, Landmark, and Non-Contributing Structures 

Question Discussion 

Are the definitions 
of each structure 
type accurate?  Do 
they reflect the 
purpose and intent 
behind designating 
these different 
types of structures? 
 

 
The group reflected that the definitions were accurate per accepted industry 
standards. Of particular importance for Manassas are landmark structures associated 
with persons of significance. With fewer examples of “high architecture” compared to 
other communities, Manassas must consider the social and community history of 
structures when identifying further landmark structures.  

Question Discussion 

Should the level of 
review and 
appropriate 
treatments for 
landmark and 
contributing 
structures be 
different? If so, 
how? 
 

  
After a group discussion and presentation if individual points of view, the ARB reached 
consensus on the need to treat landmark and contributing structures differently. 
Because landmark structures embody architectural and/or cultural significance 
individually, there is a need to approach these structures with a stricter adherence to 
preservation of historic material and character. Alternative materials will only be 
allowed on landmark structures when the historic material is not available. All facades 
of landmark structures must adhere to the highest standard regardless of direct 
visibility from the right of way. Contributing structures will have more leeway to use 
alternative materials and more significance given to primary facades. The intent is to 
promote the rehabilitation of contributing structures such that they contribute to the 
overall character of the district.  
 

Topic: Infill & New Construction 

Presentation Compatible Design in Historic Districts 

 

 
Craig Grossman presented on his approach, as an architect, to the design of 
compatible infill in historic districts. Grossman introduced four concepts, coined by 
Steven W. Semes, to define types of infill: Literal Interpretation, Invention Within a 
Style, Abstract Reference, and Intentional Opposition. The pros and cons of each 
approach were discussed and examples presented. The group discussed how they 
might be applicable to Manassas.  
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Question Discussion 

How do the current 
guidelines limit the 
potential for 
compatible design 
in the historic 
district? What can 
be improved in the 
standards or 
process for 
reviewing new 
construction? 

  
The group reflected that the current infill and new construction guidelines shoehorn 
a designer into restoration or the “literal interpretation” approach to infill. The group 
agreed that new construction should not mimic older buildings. There should be a 
clear delineation between new and old. Furthermore, there is a misunderstanding of 
relevant historic commercial styles to draw inspiration from. The new infill and new 
construction guidelines should more clearly illustrate precedent and historic styles of 
commercial building in Manassas. The guidelines should focus more on context rather 
than specific design, offering flexibility for the designer. In order to ensure compatible 
design, the design review process for infill and new construction should offer more 
opportunities for dialogue and discussion between the applicant, staff, and ARB. 
Additional work sessions  - with the number of required work sessions possibly 
delineated based on  scale of project – for commercial and multifamily projects were 
suggested. For larger projects, two work sessions – the first focusing on the concept 
and general mass and scale, with a second focusing on material and details – was 
suggested. The group agreed that this would draw out the process, but would allow 
for more time to discuss and refine projects in order to achieve a more compatible 
design. There was concern over the reduced level of customer service as a result of a 
longer process, but the group agreed, that having more information available on line 
and at the beginning if an application process would address this issue.  
 

 

Next Step and Action Items 
Task Responsible Party Timeframe 

Review Project Matrices & Flow Charts Manassas City Staff July 28 – August 9, 2021 

Draft Chapters 1  Berkley Group 
  

August 2021 

Draft Infill & New Construction 
Guidelines 

Berkley Group August 2021 

 


