
PMY Associates January 31, 2006 

1 

January 31, 2006 
 
TO PLANNING COMMISSION: 
 
We have slowly come to the realization that the truth no longer matters in Vienna 
politics, planning or zoning. We all know there is no real historic district, so there is 
nothing to ÔfixÕ. Further, how can anyone speak of ÒfixingÓ the Windover District when 
the Town Attorney has indicated that the ordinance is adequate as drafted and enforced? 
 
Reasons for Our Petition 
 
At the January 25, 2006 Commission meeting, Commissioner Miller stated: 
 
ÒI  h av e not hear d one ar gument  f or  w hy th is  p ar ti cu la r dwel li ng 
sh ould  b e re move dÉal l I have  I  h eave  hear d ar e ar gument s fo r 
do in g away  w it h th e enti re  d is tr ic t. Ó 
 
While we feel that the case was clearly made for why PMY Associates is seeking to have 
its property removed from the Windover Heights Historic District please accept the 
following reasons for removal clarified and expanded: 
 
Reason #1: 
 
Of the 50% of the district property owners requesting removal from the district in 1991, 
three properties were removed from the district in 1991. No cogent reason exists for those 
removals, but a clear precedent was set. Paul W. Edmondson, Associate General Counsel 
for The National Trust for Historic Preservation, sent a letter to Mayor Robinson dated 
March 15th, 1991 stating: 
 
"I n th e opin io n of  T he N at io nal Tr us t , permit ti ng i nd iv id ual 
pr oper ty  o wner s to  o pt  o ut  o f th e hi s to ri c di st ri ct  s im pl y 
beca us e th ey  w ould  p re fe r not to  b e r egul at ed w ould  u nder cu t not 
on ly  t he e ff ec ti ve ness  o f th e hi st or i c di st ri ct  o rd in ance  a s a 
whol e,  b ut  a ls o th e perc epti on t hat t he o rd in ance  i s fa ir ly  a nd 
ra ti onal ly  a ppli ed."  
 
The Town Council clearly went against the recommendations of the Associate General 
Counsel for The National Trust for Historic Preservation in 1991 and 1998. No cogent 
reasons were given for either of these actions. Moreover, no cogent reasons were given to 
the remaining property owners as to why they were required to remain in the district. All 
Town Council and Planning Commission minutes from these times should be made part 
of the record and examined by the 2006 Planning Commission. 
 
Reason #2 
 
George Creed on January 25, 2006 declared: 
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ÒI  h av e had tr oubl e ta ki ng t hat pr opert y se ri ousl y. Ó 
 
This statement shows the clear political bias we are up against. It shows pure disdain for 
property rights. Creed's statement shows he is not of an open mind. Is there any reason 
for any Vienna citizen to take George Creed seriously? Further, in talking about our 
property Creed states: 
 
ÒI t is  n ot  s ta ndar d co lo rs .Ó  
 
George Creed is then asked, ÒWhat are standard colors?Ó Not surprisingly, Creed gives 
no answer. CreedÕs words demonstrate that he is simply a political crony. 
 
Reason #3 
 
George Creed on January 25, 2006 declared: 
 
ÒI t was ve ry  c le ar  t o me a s to  w hat I  w as  r equi re d to  d o as  I  
re ad t hr ough t he s ev en i ss ues. Ó 
 
We would like to know from the members of this commission who have served on the 
Windover Heights Board of Review, what guidelines did you use to determine one color 
v. another? One building material v. another? One roofline v. another? One new house v. 
another? There are no specific criteria as the Planning Commission Chairman said clearly 
in 1991 and 1992. 
 
Reason #4 
 
George Creed said the commercial ARB has guidelines for color on January 25, 2006. 
This is not true. CreedÕs comment is either pure incompetence or a willful attempt to 
obfuscate the truth. 
 
Reason #5 
 
125 Pleasant Street was added into the District in 1998 against the Planning 
CommissionÕs recommendation. This new house was never issued a certificate of 
appropriateness by the Windover Heights Board of Review. All Town Council and 
Planning Commission minutes from that time should be made part of the record and 
examined by the 2006 Planning Commission. 
 
Reason #6 
 
In 2001 Laurie Cole, then as a member of the Board of Zoning Appeals, asked the Town 
Zoning Administrator: 
 
"T he T own' s desi gnat io n of  t he Win dover  H ei ghts  a re a as  a n 
hi st or ic  a re a,  d oes th at  i mpos e any s tr ic tu re s [r es tr ic ti ons]  o n 
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su bdiv id in g la nd, te ar in g down h ouse s , pr ot ec ti ng h ouse s.  I ts  n ot  
a pr es er va ti on d is tr ic t is  i t? "  
 
Greg Hembree responded: 
 
"N o.  I t' s not.  A  g ood ex ampl e is  3 08 West  S tr eet whic h was 
re move d perh aps 2 ye ar s ago and th er e a re  t wo n ew h omes  i n it s 
pl ac e. "  
 
Now, the 2006 staff report from Greg Hembree states: 
 
ÒÉth e WHHD c onti nues  t o fu nc ti on muc h l ik e an h is to ri c 
co ns er va ti on a re aÉÓ 
 
Mr. Hembree's divergent views on the subject speak to an intentional desire to treat one 
group of people in one manner and another group of people in a different manner.  
 
Additionally, Mr. Hembree's 2006 staff report assertion that the WHHD continues to 
function like a historic "conservation area" is not supported by facts. In this regard, the 
15,000 square foot building constructed at 316 Windover conserves little, if any, of the 
design and features of the original building and is highly questionable as to whether it is 
in "harmony or incongruity with the old and historic aspect of the surroundings," (18-
280.8, no. 7), whatever that means. 
 
Additionally, the structure removed from 308 West Street included a log cabin as part of 
the home. Thus, the only log cabin remaining in the district is the one residing in the side 
yard of 223 Walnut Lane. This cabin, prominently featured in the annual "Walk on the 
Hill" brochure originated in Arlington County and was transported to its present location 
within the last 15 to 20 years. As such, it no longer has a historic relationship to 
Arlington, and never had one with Vienna. We should prefer our history to be truthful 
and authenticated as opposed to being fabricated. 
 
Reason #7 
 
At a recent Windover Heights Board of Review meeting Windover Heights Board of 
Review Member David Miller commended an applicant for attempting to stay with Òthe 
periodÓ. The ordinance makes no reference to a ÒperiodÓ. Recall the former Town 
Attorney's memo from 1998: 
 
"T he a ct  o f in cl ud in g or  n ot  i nc lu di ng th e pr oper ty  i n th e 
hi st or ic  D is tr ic t is  n ot  a  z onin g or  re zo ni ng a ct io n and 
th er ef or e,  c annot be s pot zo ni ng. The a ge o f th e st ru ct ur e has no 
bear in g on w heth er  o r not it  s houl d be in cl uded i n th e di st ri ct . 
Your  a tt enti on i s in vi te d to  S ec ti on 18- 280.2  o f th e Town's  
zo ni ng o rd in ance  c once rn in g th e boundar ie s of  t he Win dove r 
Heig ht s Hi st or ic  d is tr ic t.  Y ou w il l not e th at  i t is  a  h is to ri c 
di st ri ct  c re at ed b y boundary  a nd mak es no r ef er ence  t o th e age or  
ch ar ac te r of  t he s tr uc tu re s wi th in  t he boundary . I have  a lw ay s 
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main ta in ed t hat if  A br aham L in co ln  h ad been a ss as si nate d at  t he 
lo ca l Gi ant,  t hat st ru ct ur e woul d be hi st or ic . One th e ot her 
hand, th e mayo r' s anti que ch ic ke n house  i s ve ry  o ld , but in  my 
mi nd h as  n o hi st or ic  v al ue."  
 
Reason #8 
 
Laurie DiRocco stated on January 25, 2006: 
 
Ò[ You] don' t want  t o be g ov er ned by  t he ru le s? Ó 
 
When asked what the ÒrulesÓ were for the District, DiRocco did not know. On the other 
hand, Emil Attanasi, as the Chairman of the Planning Commission, stated in 1991: 
 
"T he R ev ie w Boar d sh ould  h av e st andar ds  b y whic h it  c an mak e 
ju dgements  s o th at  p er so nali ti es  a re  not an i ss ue a nd h omeowner s 
kn ow w hat to  e xp ec t. "  
 
Later in 1992 Attanasi, while Chair of the Planning Commission, writes to the Vienna 
Town Council: 
 
"Whi le  t he min ut es  o f th e Commis si on re fl ec t is su es  d is cu ss ed a nd 
posi ti ons ta ke n by  i nd iv id ual Commis s io ners , th er e was a genera l 
co ns ensu s th at  t he n ew B oard  mus t ei t her be g iv en s ta ndar ds  o r 
deve lo p a fo rmal  s et  o f fe at ur es  o f new c onst ru ct io n or  
modi fi ca ti ons ar e appr opri at e fo r th e D is tr ic t.  H omeowner s in  t he 
Di st ri ct  s ti ll  h av e not been g iv en g uid el in es  t hat in di ca te  
ei th er  t he h is to ri ca l peri od o r natu r e of  a rc hi te ct ur e th at  i s to  
be p re se rv ed i n th e Di st ri ct . One Commi ss io ner su gges te d th at  t he 
Counci l ch ar ge t he n ew b oard  w it h th e d ev el opment  o f su ch  
st andard s as  i ts  f ir st  o rd er  o f busi nes s. "  
 
Seven years later, Fred Skaer serving on the Windover Heights Board of Review denied a 
Certificate of Appropriateness stating: 
 
"One o f th e ch al le nges  i n harmoniz in g w it h th e neig hbor hood i s 
th er e ar e a number  o f pr oper ti es  t hat  p os t date  t he p er io d of  
hi st or ic al  s ig ni fi ca nc e,  b ut  p re date  th e or di nanc e.  S o yo u do g et  
a va ri et y of  c ol on ia l st yl es  o r be lo ng on a  p la nt at io n down s outh  
so mewher e and ot hers  t hat ar e ve ry  much  w hat was in  v ogue i n th e 
1960's . So i t is  t ough t o sa y what  h armoniz es  a nd w hat does n' t.  I  
fe el  l ik e ot her st yl es  w ould  f it  muc h b et te r wi th  t he 
neig hbor hood, but wher e we a s a Boar d s houl d dr aw t he l in e I am 
havi ng a  t ough t im e wi th  t hat.  T onig ht' s di sc us si on h as  h el ped a 
li tt le , but not a whol e lo t. "  
 
A member of the Board doesnÕt understand the rules, but can still vote against an 
application. That is a travesty. That is what happens when there are no objective rules. 
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Reason #9 
 
An office building was built in the District in the early 1980s. The building received no 
approval by the Windover Heights Board of Review. This building was let out of the 
District in 1991. No cogent reason was ever supplied why this building received no 
Certificate of Appropriateness or why it was removed from the District. 
 
Reason #10 
 
Ed Umbrell was asked, ÒWhat are guidelines?Ó His response on January 25, 2006: 
 
ÒNot  b ei ng a  member of  t he B oard  I  c an' t answer .Ó  
 
Mr. Umbrell should explain to us, as he was a member of the Board into 2005, how he 
made the decision that one color was more appropriate than another? We would like to 
know from the members of this commission who have served on the Windover Heights 
Board of Review, what guidelines did you use to determine one color v. another? One 
building material v. another? One roofline v. another? One new house v. another? It 
should also be noted that Mr. Umbrell attended the Sagatov work session in the summer 
of 2004. That work session is a primary reason we would like our property removed. 
 
Reason #11 
 
The staff report submitted by Greg Hembree to support 125 Pleasant's addition to the 
Windover Heights Historic District is purely political and rests on no sound planning and 
zoning criteria. For example, the property noted merely touches the remainder of the 
district at only a single corner point. Further, the house was built in 1997 Ð it has no 
historical significance. 
 
Reason #12 
 
Laine Hyde appeared before the Windover Heights Board of Review in 1995. Steve 
Bukont was Hyde's builder and appeared with Hyde. During the meeting, Syd Verinder, 
then Windover Review Board member and now Council member, asks what the 
guidelines are for the Historic District. He is told there are none by Town planner. Here is 
an excerpt of the extremely edited minutes: 
 
"Mr.  V er in der as ke d Ms. St ei ngas se r i f sh e co ul d gi ve  h im  a  b ri ef  
ov er vi ew o f what  t he T own' s appr opri ate  s ta ndar ds  a re . Ms. 
St ei nt gass er  e xp la in ed t hat th e Town re al ly  d oes not have  a  s et  
st andard , but ra th er  l ooks  a t what  w i ll  b le nd i n wi th  t he 
su rr oundin gs  a t any part ic ul ar  l oc at i on."  
 
ÒBlendingÓ is not an objective standard any reasonable person can understand. 
 
Reason #13 
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288 Windover Avenue was denied a Certificate of Appropriateness in 2005 to replace 
siding. The Town Council on appeal overturned the Windover Board decision. All Town 
Council and Windover Board minutes from that time should be made part of the record 
and examined by the 2006 Planning Commission. 
 
Reason #14 
 
130 Pleasant Street was denied a Certificate of Appropriateness in 2003 to build a fence. 
The Town Council on appeal upheld the Windover Board decision. All Town Council 
and Windover Board minutes from that time should be made part of the record and 
examined by the 2006 Planning Commission. 
 
Reason #15 
 
In 1999 the Windover Heights Board of Review denied plans for a new residence. 
Excerpts from that meeting: 
 
ÒAft er  t he o rd in ance  w as  p as se d and t he T own Counci l and 
re si dent s su cc es sf ul ly  q uash ed s ome chall enges,  y ounger  c oupl es  
bought  h ouse s and sp ent si gn if ic ant monie s on r epai r,  a ddit io ns  
and la ndsc apin g.  O th er  p ro pert ie s fe l t co mfor ta bl e in  s pendin g 
si gn if ic ant moni es  t o upgr ade th ei r house s and pr oper ty . The 
pr opos al s befo re  y ou d o not be lo ng i n t hi s hi st or ic  d is tr ic t.  I n 
20 y ears  t hese  a re  t he mos t horr endous pr opos al s made t o th e 
boar d.  T hey belo ng s omewhere  e ls e,  n ot ev en i n th is  T own of  
Vi enna. The hous e pr opos ed t o fa ce  Wi ndov er  A ve . bear s si mi la ri ty  
to  t he A mphora  a nd t he S te ak  a nd A le  on r oute  1 23, howeve r th e 
St eak and Al e has re al  b ri ck . It  i s obv io us  t hat th is  d ev el oper  
is  o nl y in te re st ed i n th e hi ghes t re t ur n fo r hi s in ve st ment  a nd 
to  h el l wi th  t he n ei ghborh ood.  P le as e f or  t he s ak e of  a ll  t he 
re si dent s of  t he Win dove r ar ea w ho h ave  f ought su cc es sf ul ly  f or  
ov er  50 ye ar s to  p re se rv e a pi ec e of  ol d Vi enna, re je ct  t hese  
pr opos al s. Ó 
Frank Lillis 
 
ÒThey ar e mass iv e.  I  k now th e Boar d does not co ns id er  s iz e,  b ut  
th e boar d does  c onsi der re la ti on t o bui ld in gs  i n th e ar ea.Ó  
Frank Lillis 
 
ÒThi s boar d appr ov ed t he A nder so n appli ca ti on I  g uess  i t was la st  
ye ar . Look  a t th e Anders on h ouse . Look at  t he c hara ct er is ti cs  
th at  i t pi ck s up. If  y ou l ook at  t hat  h ouse  c lo se ly  y ou c an s ee a  
lo t of  f eatu re s th at  a re  r epeate d th r oughout th e neig hbor hood. 
Turr et s,  t he s hi ng le s,  b ut  l ook at  t his  h ouse  t hat yo u ar e 
lo ok in g at  t on ig ht . It  i s to ta ll y un i que as  Mr.  L il li s sa ys  t hat 
much  mas s in  t he r oof th er e is  n ot  s t yl e to  t hat hous e.  I t is  a  
hodge podge desi gn. It  i s so ut hern  l i vi ng a nd w e don' t have  
so ut hern  l iv in g here . We h av e a lo t of ec l ect ic  h ouse s th at  g iv e 
a lo t of  v ib ra nc y to  t hi s ne ig hbor hood,  b ut  w e don' t have  mas si ve  
hous es  t hat lo ok  l ik e th is  t hat pi ck  up n ot hi ng o f anyt hi ng 
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ar ound t hat ne ig hbor hood. Any hous e you c onsi der must  h av e sc al e 
wi th  t he o th er  h ouse s in  t he n ei ghbor hood.  Li ke  t he A nder so n 
hous e th is  p ar ti cu la r lo ca ti on i s cr i ti ca l to  t he D is tr ic t 
beca us e it  i s a ve ry  p ro mi nent  c or ner . It  i s a ve ry , ve ry  
im port ant pi ec e of  p ro pert y.  T he s ca l e of  t hi s hous e is  w ro ng. 
It s ov er poweri ng. It s mass iv e.  I ts  h odge podge. Ó 
Chuck Sloan 
 
ÒBui ld in g [2 43 C hurc h St re et  Mar co  P olo  b ui ld in g]  i s in  h ar mony  
wi th  t he o ld  a nd h is to ri c as pect  o f t he s ur ro undi ngs. Ó 
Frank Lillis 
 
ÒThere  i sn 't  a  r oof li ke  t hat in  t he whol e ar ea, th at 's  n umber 
one.  A nd t here  i sn 't  a noth er  h ouse  i n t he D is tr ic t th at  h as  f aux 
st one.  T hat does n' t by  i ts el f re je ct  it , but if  y ou t ak e th e 
mass , th e re la ti onsh ip  t o ot her hous es,  t he s iz e of  t hat ro of , 
and th e hous e --  t ak in g it  a ll  t oget her  i t ju st  d oesn 't  f it  i nt o 
th e Di st ri ct .Ó  
Frank Lillis 
 
In voting against this new house Historic Review Board member Laine Hyde opined: 
 
ÒMy co nc er n is  o nl y th e appr opri at eness  f or  t he n ei ghborh ood.  A s 
Mr. Sl oan sa ys  I  d on 't  t hi nk  a ny  f eat ur e,  a ny , any si ng le  f eatu re  
is  a ny  w ay  r emin is ce nt  o r ev oc at iv e of th e hi st or ic  d is tr ic t or  
fe el s of  a  h is to ri c di st ri ct . I don' t  h av e a pr oble m wi th  t he 
si ze  o f th e hous e.  I t is  t he mas s of  th e hous e.  I  mak e a 
di st in ct io n betw een th os e tw o th in gs . Ó 
 
The man hoping to build his house at the time was asked if he was aware that the 
ordinance calls for "compatibility"? He responded: 
 
ÒI  d on 't  k now what  y ou mean by  c ompat ib il it y?  I f I were  t o walk  
down t hat st re et  I  d on 't  k now what  y ou woul d sa y is  c ompati bl e.  
Ther e ar e a lo t of  d if fe re nt  h ouse s,  so me b eaut if ul , so me n ot  s o 
beauti fu l.  B ut  t hi s is  c er ta in ly  n ot  Sava nnah, Geor gi a.  I  d on 't  
se e any gr eat co mpat ib il it y al re ady i n th e neig hbor hood.Ó  
 
PMY Associates will not sit back and take this same type of treatment. Can anyone on 
this Planning Commission give us an objective definition of ÒcompatibilityÓ? 
 
Reason #16 
 
The original firehouse on Church Street (a baseball throw from our house) was recently 
destroyed. All other houses on Church between Lawyers and Center will soon be 
destroyed and replaced. To place historical significance on our house is a farce. 
 
Reason #17 
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One District was formed in 1979. Another brand new District was created in 1992 after a 
year long suspension. This new District was foisted on residents without their approval. 
 
Reason #18 
 
Greg Hembree's 2006 staff report refers to a Òfactual portionÓ and Òfactual knowledgeÓ. 
Where is the supporting documentation and how was it obtained? This document is pure 
propaganda. Please see our attachments (A-H) in the appendix of this document. There is 
a proper way to conduct an inventory. 
 
Reason #19 
 
Greg Hembree declared on January 25, 2006: 
 
ÒI  h av e neve r la id  e ye s on t he l awsu i t. Ó 
 
This is not believable. 
 
Reason #20 
 
Greg Hembree declared on January 25, 2006: 
 
ÒÉre - adopt io n of  l eg is la ti on i n 1992. Ó 
 
It was more than a re-adoption - it was redrafted and enforced against the wishes of 
residents. All Town Council minutes and Planning Commission minutes from the time 
should be entered into the record and examined by the 2006 Planning Commission. 
 
Reason #21 
 
Commissioner Skaer declared on January 25, 2006 that an argument against letting our 
property out is that: 
 
ÒÉbein g an o ld  s tr uc tu re , not a 1960s  e ar th  d well in g. Ó 
 
See Gionfriddo 1998 memo again Ð the District does not make reference to ÒageÓ. The 
District does not single out one structure over the other. Additionally, there is no 1960Õs 
earth dwelling in the District. 
 
Reason #22 
 
The application to appear before the Windover Heights Board of Review includes 
numerous requests for documents, materials and other data outlined nowhere in Town 
Code. What's the point of filling in the application that asks about materials and colors if 
there are no guidelines? The Mayor has confirmed on the record that there are no 
guidelines. 
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Reason #23 
 
The report mentioned in 18-261 does not exist. That is to say the mandatory detailed 
report of 18-261 for the establishment of the Windover Heights Historic District (18-
280.1 et seq.) in 1979 or its reestablishment in 1992 do not exist. 
 
Reason #24 
 
Our house has not been Òofficially designatedÓ by any legislative body, but 
Commissioner Skaer tells us that it is ÒeligibleÓ, says our property is Òworthy of 
preservationÓ and goes on to speak about Òhistorical integrityÓ and Òhistoric figures of 
noteÓ. None of these statements by Skaer are grounded in law. His statements have no 
factual basis. See Cole/Hembree dialogue from 2001 BZA hearing and Gionfriddo 1998 
memo again. 
 
Reason #25 
 
At the 288 Windover appeal before Town Council in 2005 Maud Robinson declared that 
"flights of fancy" can be used and that citizens have Òcarte blanche" to act as they please. 
These statements were made to justify overturning the Windover BoardÕs decision. What 
is the point of a review board if you can do as you please as Robinson says? 
 
Reason #26 
 
Both lawsuits must be read by the 2006 Planning Commission. Do you have any answers 
to the issues raised? 
 
Reason #27 
 
See all attached web page print outs from historicvienna.com. All videos and all audio 
from those web pages should be watched and or listened to by the 2006 Planning 
Commission. 
 
Reason #28 
 
The verbatim transcript from the 2004 Town Council/Windover Heights Board of 
Review joint work session to discuss 315 Windover Avenue should be viewed. In lieu of 
not watching the video, we propose that Chairman Umbrell give an overview of the work 
session as he was in attendance. 
 
Reason #29 
 
The 2006 staff report has the Planning and Zoning Director stating that the District was: 
 
ÒÉco ns id er ed u ni que enough t o be i nc l uded w it hi n an I nt er net 
si te Ó.  
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Which web site? Is it the National TrustÕs? Is it The Virginia Department of Historic 
ResourcesÕ? So this could just be ÒJoeÓ whoever in his bedroom? Further, while Greg 
Hembree may insinuate that Connie StuntzÕ book is part of Town code, it is not. 
 
Reason #30 
 
The 2006 staff report has the Planning and Zoning Director stating that the District is a: 
 
Òconse rv at io n ar eaÓ 
 
There is no such term in Vienna law. It also goes against the Director's own words from 
the 2001 BZA hearing. We find his conflicting uses of the word preservation and 
conservation misleading at best. 
 
Reason #31 
 
The 2006 staff report has the Planning and Zoning Director attempting use the District as 
a means to prevent a rezoning that has not been requested. This District does not regulate 
zoning. See Gionfriddo 1998 memo to Planning Commission again. 
 
Reason #32 
 
Responding further to Commissioner SkaerÕs comment about ÒeligibilityÓ it should be 
noted that Vienna has had only one property/structure placed on the National Trust. Due 
to a complete lack of leadership ViennaÕs one and only historical structure was destroyed. 
To hear any Planning Commission or Vienna Town Council member speak of 
ÔpreservationÕ is to hear pure political spin. There is no preservation effort in this Town. 
 
Reason #33 
 
The 2006 Comprehensive Plan adopted by this Commission includes the ÒRegister of 
Vienna Historic Structures, Sites and PlacesÓ. This register is entirely voluntary, 
recognizes no Òofficially designatedÓ structures, sites or places and has no rules, 
standards or guidelines for inclusion. 
 
Reason #34 
 
The 2006 Comprehensive Plan states: 
 
ÒI n Marc h 1979, th e Town c re at ed t he Windov er  H ei ghts  H is to ri c 
Di st ri ct  t o pr es er ve  t he h is to ry , ch ara ct er , and appear ance  o f 
one of  V ie nna' s ol dest  r es id enti al  a r eas. Ó 
 
How does the Windover Heights Historic District preserve these things? 
 
Reason #35 
 
The 2006 Comprehensive Plan states: 
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ÒI nc lu di ng s tr uc tu re s in  t he Win dove r  H ei ghts  H is to ri c Di st ri ct , 
th er e ar e 19 s tr uc tu re s and si te s of  hi st or ic  s ig ni fi ca nc e in  
Vi enna.Ó  
 
Which structures in the Windover Heights Historic District have ‘historical significance’ 
and where is this documented? Does the 2006 Comprehensive Plan speak to structures 
currently in existence only or does it allude to structures destroyed too? 
 
Reason #36 
 
The 2006 Comprehensive Plan states: 
 
ÒThe f ra mework  a nd r equi re ment s fo r his to ri c di st ri ct s wi th in  t he 
Town a re  s et  f or th  i n th e Town C ode.  See Town C ode,  C h. 18, Sec.  
18- 258.Ó  
 
At the January 25, 2006 Planning Commission meeting Chairman Umbrell stated: 
 
ÒI  b el ie ve  s ec ti ons 18- 258 t hr ough 1 8- 280 a re  g ener al  o ve rv ie ws 
on h ow t o cr eate  a  h is to ri c di st ri ct ,  t hey donÕt part ic ul ar ly  
pert ai n to  t he Win dove r Heig ht sÉth at  st ar ts  a t 18- 280.1 .Ó  
 
Reason #37 
 
In responding to a request for the written report mentioned in 18-261, Greg Hembree 
interrupts at the January 25, 2006 Planning Commission meeting to say: 
 
ÒMr.  C hair man,  i f I mi ght,  s hall  w e cut  t o th e ch as e,  p ro babl y 
none o f th e Pl anni ng C ommi ss io n members  s it ti ng h er e to ni ght ca n 
answer  t hat ques ti onÉI  d o not re ca ll  se ei ng a  r epor t,  h owev er , I 
th in k th e Pl anni ng C ommi ss io n has to  pr es ume th at  s in ce  t he 
Windov er  H ei ghts  h is to ri c di st ri ct  d oes  i ndeed ex is t th at  t here  
was so me t yp e of  a naly si s,  s ome ty pe of  c ri te ri a th at  t he May or  
and Town C ounc il  u se d to  e st ab li sh  t he di st ri ct . So f ro m th at  
st andpoi nt  I  t hi nk  t he P la nnin g Commi ss io n sh ould  j us t co ns id er  
th at  t he d is tr ic t ex is ts , th e boundar ie s ex is t,  t hi s ev enin g we 
ar e be in g re ques te d to  p lu ck  t hat pr opert y fr om t he b oundar y.  S o 
we n eed to  t al k about what  i s as  o ppose d to  t heor et ic al ly  h ow 
what  i s got cr eate d.  I  d onÕt  t hi nk  t hat  w il l do u s any good t hi s 
ev enin g.  T hat woul d be my ta ke  o n th at is su e. Ó 
 
These words from Hembree in 2006 should be contrasted with his staff report supporting 
the addition of 125 Pleasant Street to the historic district in 1998. 
 
Reason #38 
 
In responding to a request for the written report mentioned in 18-261, George Creed stated 
at the January 25, 2006 Planning Commission meeting: 
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ÒMy ques ti on w ould  b e,  Ô is  i t germane?Õ I  w ould  t hi nk  t hat th is  
docu ment  w e have  i n fr ont of  u s su per ce des any re port s th at  w er e 
in  t here Éhis to ri c di st ri ct s ar ti cl e 26 18- 258, et  a l. Ó 
 
Mr. Creed if the report that was to be written in 18-261 is not germane and doesnÕt 
matter, then the Staff Report prepared by Greg Hembree is not germane as well. 
 
Conclusion 
 
These reasons in their totality clearly outline why we want our property removed from 
the District.  
 
We have a law that is conveniently and regularly interpreted to mean different things to 
different people depending on which way the wind is blowing that particular night. PMY 
Associates will not be the next Bob Legget (1999), Michael Covel (2003) or Lou Sagatov 
(2004). The ordinance is unconstitutionally vague as written and applied. Its requirements 
are vague as well as evidenced by various inconsistent and arbitrary interpretations since 
1979. It is unenforceable. 
 
PMY Associates proposes that the Planning Commission hold a work session to discuss 
this matter. A work session would allow the necessary time to fully consider all issues. 
 
PMY Associates 


