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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

Isiah Leggett Leslie Miles
County Executive ‘ ' ' ' Chairperson

‘D'ate: 9/19/12

MEMORANDUM -

TO: Diane Schwartz Jones, Director
Department of Permijtting Services

FROM: - Anne Fothergi

Planner Coordi
Historic Preservation Section-Planning Department
Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission

SUBIJECT: Historic Area Work Permit #602595—new construction

. The Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) has reviewed the attached application fora
Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP) and this application was approved with conditions by the HPC on July 11,
2012. The conditions of approval are: :

1. The proposed materials are not approved for the windows, chimney, doors, and foundation;

materials to be reviewed and approved at the staff level prior to final approval.
2. The rear deck will be reviewed as part of a separate HAWP application.

THE BUILDING PERMIT FOR THIS PROJECT SHALL BE ISSUED CONDITIONAL UPON ADHERENCE
TO THE ABOVE APPROVED HAWP CONDITIONS AND MAY REQUIRE APPROVAL BY DPS OR
ANOTHER LOCAL OFFICE BEFORE WORK CAN BEGIN.

Applicant: Glen and Nicole Weston
Address: 1903 Brighton Dam Road, Brookeville

This HAWP approval is subject to the general condition that the applicant will obtain all other applicable
Montgomery County or local government agency permits. After the issuance of these permits, the applicant must
_contact this Historic Preservation Office if any changes to the approved plan are made. Once the work is completed
the applicant will contact the staff person assigned to this application at 301-563-3400 to schedule a follow-up site

visit. ,
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Historic Preservation Commission e 8787 Georgia Ave., Suite 206 ¢ Silvér Spring, MD 20910  301/563-3400 ¢ 301/563-3412 FAX
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Contact Email: -@-ﬁﬂ.‘&.-.)éﬁiﬁﬂ_’i@_%ngﬂ‘ ﬁm(«ovhm _Mﬁbﬁ_
Osytime Phone No.: - -q484

Tax Account Ne.:

oty L0 & (lee) ANCSIUN e mesate: _STa1 = 352-9 8o

s _ 20N Lo gran 18200 gmlm‘LL,mbm 21 70l
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1C. 1 this is & revision of & previously approved sctive pemit, see Permit #
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LYY CONTRUR TION ART EXTERI AN TION

28, Type of sewage disposak 01 D wsse oza/sm: 03 (C Other;
8. Type of water supply: 01 O wsse 02 2Tt 03 0 other:
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Approved: \/ Wﬂ"\ Z MW%»; Historic Prosscvation Comvmission
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Fothergill, Anne

From: Fothergill, Anne

Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2012 12:59 PM ’
To: 'Jamie Defelice'

Cc: Weston Residence; Elaine Drayton

Subject: ' RE: 200 Series Windows

The vinyl-clad wood windows with muntins permanently affixed on the exterior and interior (noted below) are
approved. Please send the window trim design to me (with traditionally-sized trim around the windows) or show it in
your final plans for stamping. Please also show stucco or stone for the front porch columns in the final plans as well as
any other material changes that we have discussed.

i will not be in the office tomorrow but will be available to stamp plans next week.

thanks,
Anne

From: Jamie Defelice [mailto:jamie@classicmd.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2012 6:13 PM

To: Fothergill, Anne

Cc: Weston Residence; Elaine Drayton

Subject: 200 Series Windows

Ms.Fothergill,

| wanted to provide follow up to the submission for windows we would like to use. We would like to
use a Anderson 200 Series Tilt Sash Double Hung Clad Window. With Permanent Exterior and
Permanent Interior Grilles, Exterior Color Sandtone and Interior Color White. The proposed SDL Grille Pattern
would be 6 Over 1.

" Please see attached specs and examples

http://www.andersenwindows.com/servlet/Satellite/ AW/AWProduct/awProductDetail/A WProduct/1135095639
066/1102951372825%tab=1-1&tableftnav=1102951372825&tabname=0ptions+%26+Accessories

exémples photos A
http://www.andersenwindows.com/servlet/Satellite/ A W/A WProduct/awProductPhotoGallery/AWProduct/1135
095639066/1135095639066?shot=2

Please let us know if you need any additional information.

R/S
Jamie

Jamie DeFelice
Production
Classic Homes, Inc



Brookeville Woolen Mill

Lot #4 (Prelim. Consultation)




8/15/12
Staff item

New construction: 1903 Brighton Dam Road, Brookeville

The applicants were approved for board and batten siding on the first floor and cedar shingles on the
second floor of the new house(see attached elevation).

The HPC did not approve cultured stone on the foundation and they have changed the foundation
material to stucco. The language of the conditional approval did not specifically address the material for
the front porch columns, which were shown on the plans as cultured stone.

The applicants are proposing the following materials:

No

1) Front columns: Cultured Stone

2) Front Columns: Stone Veneer

3) Front Columns: Stucco and first floor: Stucco (see attached photo of stucco on the first floor
and shingles on the second floor) \6»

Staff recommends approval of options #2 and 3.
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Fothergill, Anne

Subject: FW: Weston Residence design changes

STAFF ITEM - 1903 Brighton Dam Road

Staff recommends approval of these minor changes to the left elevation.

From: Elaine Drayton [mailto:edrayton@classicmd.net] MVdM
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2012 4:39 PM \AOQQQ[ %e «A
W

To: Fothergill, Anne
Cc: 'nicole.weston4'; 'Dinesh Jain'; 'Jamie Defelice'
Subject: Weston Residence design changes

Anne,

Attached are the pdf ‘s of the Front, Left and Rear Elevations. The chimney has been removed . An area way along with
windows for the basement have been added to the left side elevation.
There are no design changes 01 the right side elevation.

.Thanks,

Elaine Drayton

Pre-Production

Classic Homes, Inc

50 W Edmonston Dr, Suite 405

Rockville MD 20852

Tel: (301) 251-2001 ext 318 Fax: (301) 251-1222

Email: edrayton@classicmd.net VWeb: www.classicmd.net

This electronic mail message transmission may contain privileged, confidential, copyrighted. or other legally
protected information. If you are not the intended recipient (even if the e-mail address above is yours), you may not
use, copy or re-transmit it. If you have received this by mistake, please notify us by return email, then delete. Thank

you.
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Fothergill, Anne

From: _ : Fothergill, Anne

Sent: Friday, July 13, 2012 9:56 AM |
To: nicole.weston4 (nicole.weston4d@gmail.com); glen.weston@siemens.com ‘
Subject: Historic Area Work Permit

On July 11, 2012 the HPC approved your Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP) for new construction at 1903 Brighton Dam
Road. The HAWP was approved with conditions and until those conditions are met we cannot send the final approval
memo to DPS. However, the approval was for the new house with the dimensions as shown in the application and you
can begin the needed site work in anticipation of the construction (and keep this email in the file as your conditional
approval). Once we have approved the details for some of the pending materials we can issue the final approval and
stamp the permit sets of plans so you can apply for your building permit. As | mentioned to Nicole yesterday | will not
be in the office the first two weeks of August so hopefully Classic Homes can provide information on the proposed
materials soon and we can get that resolved. Then once they have developed the full permit sets of plans they need to
provide three to our office for stamping; we keep one set and you take two sets to DPS for building permits.

thanks,
Anne

Anne Fothergill

Planner Coordinator

M-NCPPC

Montgomery County Planning Department
Functional Planning and Policy Division
Historic Preservation Section

8787 Georgia Avenue, Suite 206

Silver Spring, MD 20910

(301) 563-3400 phone

(301) 563-3412 fax
anne.fothergill@montgomeryplanning.org
www.montgomeryplanning.org/historic
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Address: 1903 Brighton Dam Road, Brookeville Meeting Date: 7/11/12
~ Applicant: Nicole and Glen Weston " Report Date:  7/4/12
Resource: Master Plan Site #23/69 Public Notice: 6/27/12
Brookeville Woolen Mill and House
Review: HAWP . Tax Credit:  None
Case Number: 23/69-12A ' ‘ . Staff: Anne Fothergill

PROPOSAL: new construction

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the HPC approve the HAWP application with the following conditions:
1. The proposed materials are not approved for the windows, chimney, doors, and foundation;
materials to be reviewed and approved at the staff level prior to final approval.
2. The rear deck will be reviewed as part of a separate HAWP application.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Master Plan Site #23/69 Brookeville Woolen Mill and House
STYLE: 1 ¥z story stone house

DATE: Late 1700s to early 1800s

excerpt from Places in the Past:

A rare surviving example of a woolen mill complex, this site includes a mill structure and house. Both
buildings exhibit superior stone masonry with rough-dressed quarry stone, hewn lintels and quoins.
Banked into a hillside, the structures are one and a half stories tall with exposed basements. The stone
house type with galleried porches across basement and first story levels on the downhill side is more
typical of miller’s houses in southeastern Pennsylvania and northeastern Maryland. The Hawlings River
valley, tributary to the Patuxent, was one of the first areas in the county to be settled. A number of small
woolen factories and fulling mills were built during the embargo period of the War of 1812, The date of
the house is uncertain. The 1783 tax assessment lists several stone Riggs houses. By 1816, David Newlin
was operating the woolen mill, known as the Brookeville Woolen Factory, manufacturing cloth and
blankets from fleece. :

additional information:

The house and mill overlook the Hawlings River and the property is adjacent to the Hawlings River
Regional Park. The entrance to the historic site is marked by two stone piers flanking a gravel driveway.
The driveway runs alongside the Hawlings River for almost a mile to the historic house which sits on the
east slope of the hill overlooking the mill building and a pond. The land rises higher to the west and crests
behind the house (within Lot 4). The stone house sits on a knoll and the basement is fully exposed in the

0O,




front, making it a 2 /% story house. A 2-story galleried porch runs across the width of the front of the
house. The main body of the house is stone and on the left side there is a mid-19" century narrow 1 %
story frame wing. On the right side there is an addition approved by the HPC in 2004.

The subject property is located behind the historic at 1903 Brighton Dam Road. This is the only remaining
lot (“Lot 4”) to be developed of the four lots that are accessed off the long gravel driveway shared with the

historic house. . See Circles (3 6 'i .

Montgomery County holds an easement on Lot 4 at 1903 Brighton Dam Road, granted by the owners in
1984. The terms of the easement subject this property to Chapter 24A “Historic Resource Preservation,”
requiring the HPC to review and approve new construction and other exterior alterations (see Circles

_elA-66 )
BACKGROUND

The applicants had two Preliminary Consultations with the HPC on April 11 and May 16, 2012. Initially
the main concerns that the HPC discussed with the applicants were the overall visibility of the new house,
the height, massing and scale of the house, the type of materials proposed (vinyl siding and others) and the
siting of the house. Changes were suggested that could decrease the visibility and increase the
compatibility of the new house with the historic resource. The plans from the first Preliminary Consultation

are in Circles ‘_4@ + j _.7: .

The applicants responded to many of the Commission’s initial concerns and at the second Preliminary
Consultation they received a lot of positive feedback about the changes they had made including the height
reduction, appropriate siding materials (wood), change in the gable roof orientation, shift in siting of the
house, and the addition of windows. There was still some concern about breaking up the massing and
suggestion of possibly detaching the garage. Plans from the second Preliminary Consultation are in Circles

Y2+Y2 and the transcript is in Circles __ |9 ~Y |

PROPOSAL

The applicants are proposing to construct a new house on Lot 4 at 1903 Brighton Dam Road, which is to
the west of the adjacent historic property at 1901 Brighton Dam Road. The new house will be located
across a shared driveway from 1909 Brighton Dam Road, which is not historic.

The proposed new 3858 SF house (plus 582 SF garage) will be approximately 44’ x 47 and 28’1 tall at
the roof ridge. The front gable house is 1 "% stories and will face south and slightly east. The siding
materials are wood board and batten siding on the first story and cedar shingles on the second story with a
horizontal wooden band between the two materials. The doors are painted fiberglass and the windows are
vinyl with simulated divided lights. The gable ends will have wood louvered vents and there is a chimney
with cultured stone veneer on the left (west) side of the house. There will be a full width front porch with
stone columns and concrete flooring and a wood railing. There will be a gravel driveway leading from the
shared driveway to the new house with a front-loading two-car garage with metal garage doors that is set
back 11’ from the front plane of the house. There is 2" floor space above the garage with front and rear
dormers and there is also a dormer on the left side. At the rear of the house there are doors leading to a
future deck, which will be reviewed by the HPC as a separate application. The applicants will provide a
detail of the porch railing and brackets prior to the HPC meeting.

For the construction of the house and the septic field located to the northeast of the house, 56 trees will be
removed in a less than 20,000 SF area, or approximately 1/10 of the trees on the property. The applicants

®



submitted a tree save plan to the Planning Department which shows that 26 significant trees will be
retained - predominantly Tulip Poplars all 20” DBH or larger. They are not proposing to remove any trees
on the rest of the wooded property, which is five acres. They also propose to plant additional trees on the
property for screening,

Proposed plans are in Circles | I-’ ’3 .

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES

When reviewing alterations and new construction to a Master Plan site several documents are to be
utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their decision. These documents include
Montgomery County Code Chapter 244 (Chapter 244) and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation (Standards). The pertinent information in these documents is outlined below.

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 24A-8:

(a) The commission shall instruct the director to deny a permit if it finds, based on the evidence and
information presented to or before the commission that the alteration for which the permit is sought
would be inappropriate, inconsistent with or detrimental to the preservation, enhancement or
ultimate protection of the historic site or historic resource within an historic district, and to the
purposes of this chapter.

(b)  The commission shall instruct the director to issue a permlt or issue a permit subject to such
conditions as are found to be necessary to insure conformity with the purposes and requ1rements of
this chapter, if it finds that:

(1) The proposal will not substantially alter the exterior features of an historic site or historic
resource within an historic district; or

(2) The proposal is compatible in character and nature with the historical, archeological,
architectural or cultural features of the historic site or the historic district in which an historic
resource is located and would not be detrimental thereto or to the achievement of the purposes of
this chapter; or

(3) The proposal would enhance or aid in the protection, preservation and public or private
utilization of the historic site or historic resource located within an historic district in a manner
compatible with the historical, archeological, architectural or cultural value of the historic site or
historic district in which an historic resource is located; or

(4) The proposal is necessary in order that unsafe conditions or health hazards be remedied; or
(5) The proposal is necessary in order that the owner of the subject property not be deprived of
reasonable use of the property or suffer undue hardship; or

(6) In balancing the interests of the public in preserving the historic site or historic resource
located within an historic district, with the interests of the public from the use and benefit of the
alternative proposal, the general public welfare is better served by granting the permit.

(c) Itis not the intent of this chapter to limit new construction, alteration or repairs to any one
period or architectural style.

(d) Inthe case of an application for work on an historic resource located within an historic district,
the commission shall be lenient in its judgment of plans for structures of little historical or design
significance or for plans involving new construction, unless such plans would seriously impair the
historic or architectural value of surrounding historic resources or would impair the character of
the historic district. (Ord. No. 9-4, § 1; Ord. No. 11-59.)

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:

Standard #1: A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal change
to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships.

®



Standard #2: The historic character of.a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic
materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.

Standard #5: Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship
that characterize a property will be preserved.

Standard #9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic materials,
features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the
old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to
protect the integrity of the property and its environment.

Standard #10: New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner
that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would
be unimpaired.

STAFF DISCUSSION

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation state that “the site, including its associated
features, contributes to the overall character of the historic property...[and] the relationship between the
buildings and landscape features within the site's boundaries should be considered in the overall planning
for rehabilitation project work.”

The Standards advise that it is important to identify, retain, and preserve the building and landscape
features which are important in defining the historic character of the setting including woodlands and
important views or visual relationships.

The Standards recommend that:
e any changes should retain the historic relationship between buildings and the landscape and its site
features including trees.
e adjacent new construction should be designed to be compatible with the historic character of the
site and preserve the historic relationship between the building or buildings and the landscape.

For new construction, the Standards recommend against:
e locating new construction on the building site where important landscape features will be damaged
or destroyed. A
e introducing new construction onto the building site which is visually incompatible in terms of size,
scale, design, materials, color, and texture; which destroys historic relationships on the site; or
which damages or destroys important landscape features.

The Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Districts in Montgomery County, Maryland state:
DESIGN OF ALTERATIONS, NEW OR INFILL CONSTRUCTION

While the alteration of historic properties may be proposed, the goal should be to design these
changes such that they have no — or little — effect on the integrity of the property. Design any
alterations to be compatible with the historic character of the property. Avoid alterations that
would hinder the ability to interpret the original design character of the house, as well as those that
imply an earlier historic period than that of the building. Design alterations such that damage to
historic features or materials is minimal, or avoided entirely. These approaches are generally
inappropriate. Design alterations such that damage to historic features or materials is minimal, or
avoided entirely.



Similarly, new or infill construction should be designed to fit within the setting of the historic site
or district. This requires some planning, as well as an understanding of the development site. The
Montgomery County historic preservation program recognizes that while historic districts and sites
convey a certain sense of time and place associated with their history, they also remain dynamic,
with alterations to existing structures and construction of new buildings occurring over time.

The design guidelines that follow were written to help assure that, when new building occurs, it
will be in a manner that reinforces the basic visual characteristics of an area. The guidelines do not
require that new buildings must look old. In fact, imitating historic styles found in Montgomery
County is generally discouraged. Some people may be confused about this concept; for many, the
initial assumption is that any new building should appear to be old. But rather than imitating older
buildings, a new design should relate to the traditional design characteristics of a neighborhood
while also conveying the stylistic trends of today. New construction may do so by drawing upon
some basic building features—such as the way in which a building is located on its site, the manner
in which it relates to the street and its basic massing, form and materials—rather than applying
conjectural historic detailing to a new building. When these design variables are arranged in a new
building to be similar to those seen traditionally in the area, visual compatibility results. Therefore,
it is possible to be compatible with the historic context while also producing a design that is
distinguishable as being newer.

The applicants have again made significant changes from the second preliminary consultation to the final
proposal. The house is now 1 "4 stories and the massing is broken up with the use of dormers and the set
back garage. The front elevation has a full width porch and the right side elevation, which faces the
historic house, has more windows, is shorter than the previous design, has more details and more relief.

Staff supports the house as proposed and finds that it is a creative solution to the massing concerns that
were raised. However, the applicants did consider an alternative design with a two-car carport in the
location of the garage. If the HPC finds that the attached two-car garage is not approvable, they may want
to consider an open and more transparent carport in that location with the same amount of livable space
above. Staff is not recommending that change and supports the garage as proposed as meeting the review
criteria.

The only part of the proposal that staff had some concern about was a few of the proposed materials—
cultured stone, metal doors, and vinyl windows—and notes that generally the more appropriate materials
are wood windows and doors and masonry chimneys and foundations. Staff asked the applicants if they
would consider painted fiberglass windows but did not receive a response in time for the staff report. In
this case, the massing and siding are much more visible and prominent features of this house and they are
appropriate and approvable so the Commission may find that these other smaller features and their
materials may not be as significant or as visible. The house is set back substantially from the historic
house, down a shared driveway, down another driveway, and tucked within trees. Staff recommended a
condition to change the materials based on a strict interpretation of the review criteria but encourages the
HPC to consider the location of the house and that it is entirely new construction located behind a historic
resource, not an addition to a historic house, and perhaps approach the materials with some flexibility and
leniency and allow the proposal as is. If that is the case, the recommended condition of approval could be
removed.

Overall, staff finds the proposed new house in keeping with the applicable guidelines and recommends that
the HPC approve the application with two conditions.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the HAWP application with two conditions as being

®



consistent with Chapter 24A-8(b)(1) and (2);

and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation;

and with the general condition that the applicant shall present the 3 permit sets of drawings, if
applicable, to Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) staff for review and stamping prior to"

submission for the Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services (DPS) building permits;

and with the general condition that the applicant shall notify the Historic Preservation Staff if they propose
to make any alterations to the approved plans.
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July 2, 2012

Historic Preservation Commission

C/O Anne Fothergill

Planner Coordinator, M-NCPPC
Montgomery County Planning Policy Division
Historic Preservation Section

1400 Spring Street, Suite 500W

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Re: Proposed Home Located at 1903 Brighton Dam Road, Brookeville, Maryland.
Application for Historic Area Work Permit Scheduled for July 11, 2012

Dear Members of the Historic Preservation Commission,

Thank you for the guidance you offered during our first and second preliminary consultations. We
have taken your recommendations to heart and have thoughtfully considered those of our neighbors as
well. The plans we are submitting for a Historic Area Work Permit reflect our positive response to your
recommendations and address the final area of comment, which was the scale/massing.

The plans before you today show a completely redesigned home. As recommended, we
removed the garage from the main body of the home, and reduced the square footage of our second floor
by tucking it into the roof trusses making it a 1 ¥ story house. In order to accommodate engineering
constraints, we extended the width of the home by 4 feet. We compensated for this additional space by
reducing the depth of the house 8 feet. This change is important to note because it shortens the side
elevation facing the historic resource by 8 feet.

We also spread out the mass, as recommended by several commissioners, by redistributing
some of it under a cross gable forming more of a “T" shaped footprint. The crossgable is located midway
down the length of the house sitting 11 feet back from the front elevation. It is strategically placed in this
location to further break up the massing along the now shortened, right side wall elevation. In addition,
the fenestration pattern is further enhanced on the right side with the help of additional windows added to
the side of the garage.

Redesigning the house to reduce the scale/massing, along with the numerous concessions made
in design, materials, height, and massing after our first preliminary consultation, show a clear positive
response to HPC comments and should render this house compatible to the historic resource. We thank
you for your guidance and seek approval of these plans for a Historic Area Work Permit.

Sincerely,

Glen & Nicole Weston

2691 Cameron Way
Frederick, Maryland 21701
561-352-9846
561-239-2133
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HPC Meeting May 23, 2012

MS. MILES: Okay, next we are going to hear a second preliminary consultation, on new
construction at 1903 Brighton Dam Road in Brookeville. If the applicanté would please come forward,
and do we have a Staff Report?

MS. FOTHERGILL: We do. The Commission should be very familiar with this property
and this proposal. The applicants came to the Comhission for a preliminary consultation on April 11th
and, | believe, the entire Commission was here that night. This is the second préliminary consultation-
for new construction adjacent to Master Plan Site No. 23/69, the Brookeville Woolen Mill and house,
and this map can help orient you. The property that the applicants want to build their house on is 1903
Brighton Dam Road and the Master Plan Site, as you can see in this slide, is the adjacent property at, |
believe, 1901. They are also in very close proximity to another Master Plan Site that is related to the
historic property, the Brookeville Woolen Mill Workers house. |

The applicants had a preliminary consultation for the proposed new construction and, at
the time, the Commission had a number of concerns about their proposed new house and the
Commission discussed with the applicants concerns about the overall visibility of the new houge,
specifically the height, the massing, and scale of the house, and then avlso the type of materials proposed
and the differeAnt materials on the sides and the front of the house and the siting of the house at the
location.

A number of changes were suggested and discussed that could decrease the visibility
and increase the compatibility of the new house with the historic resource and the plans from that first
preliminary consultation are in your Staff Report in Circles 52 through 55 and you also had the
opportunity to read the transcript in your Staff Report.

Overall, the applicants are proposing to construct a new house on this lot and it’s
located across a shared driveway from 1909 Brighton Dam Road, which you can see in the slide is not

historic. I will note that the Commission received an email with comments from the owners of 1909, the



property across the shz;red driveway.

The new plans we received didn’t include floor plans but, | believe, the gelnera|
dimensions are the same which is a 3450 square foot house, approximately 40 feet by 54 feet, 4 inches
long. The house now has a front gable and its 27 feet tall at the roof ridge and it faces south and slightly
east.

The materials have changed. The siding materials are board and batten on the first story
and cedar shingles on the second story with a horizontal band between those two siding materials. The
gable ends will have MDO panels with vertical strips of wood. There’s been a slight change from what’s
in your staff report: there’s a front porch that wraps around the right side and we’ll see.that in the plans
in the slide show. There is a masonry chimney on the left side of the house and a gravel drive leading
from the shared driveway to the new house and a front loading garage.

For the construction of the house and the septic field, which will be located to the
nc;rtheast of the house, 56 trees will be removed in a less than 20,000 square foot area, or
approximately one-teﬁth of the trees on the property. The applicants submitted a Tree Save Plan to the
. Planning Department which shows 26 significant trees will be retained. They’re predominantly tulip
poplars, all 20 i_nches diameter breast height or Iarggr. They are not proposing to remove any other
trees on the rest of the wooded property which is five acres, and they also are open to planting
additional trees on the property for screening.

The new house will be sited approximately 500 feet from the historic house and at an
approximately 29 foot higher elevation. They revised their sight line study which is in your staff report
and also in the slide show. So, going through the PowerPoint, these are some aerial photos to orient
you, and | can come back to any of these but | dp believe that you are very familiar with this prdperty.
This is the revised house location. You can see in your Staff Report if you look at Circles 12 and 13 how
the Iocation'of the house has been shifted. It has been angled slightly so that actually the view from the

historic house is not directly at the long side wall. It's at an angle now and | believe it was pushed

(o)



slightly fﬁrther back as you can see in this new Iocatioﬁ. These are the plans -- the sketches that we
received today showing the revised plans to the house. You can see some minor changes like the garage
doors; and then some more substantial changes, the material changes and the porch wrapping around
the side, the chanée in the roof orientation so now it has a front gable and, in fact, | will list the things

‘ that have changed.

Probably the most substantial change is the house is now six'feet lower than previously
proposed and that was discussed substantially. at the first preliminary consultation. As | mentioned, the
roof was rotated so that now the tall gable end doesn'’t face east towards the historic property, this is
the side, but at an angle that faces the historic property. Again, it doesn’t have a side gable and it is six
feet lower and now has the front porch wrapping around, not just the porch roof, but the porch itself.
All these things assist in breaking up that long side elevation that we discussed at the first preliminary
consultation. The house now has consistent materials on all four sides and the materials are board and
batten and cedar shingles and some stones and additional windows were added. You can see in Circles
14 énd 15, you can see the changes from the first preliminary consultation to tonight and you can see
the additional windows which definitely help break up those long side walls and more in keeping with
the historic property.

Here are additional materials that the applicants proposed. This is a revised sight line
study, and another one, and | can come back to these if you have questions. This is from the previous -
submission, so it doesn’t show the revised house location, but | just included it so you could get a sense
of the footprints of the houses surrounding the proposed house. Here are some photos of -- this is the

“historic house with its contemporary addition and this is the historic property and then this is the barn,
and as you can see in the aerigl photos and in the site line, the barn is between the house and the
proposed new house and the historic house. This is a photo of the current conditions taken when staff
was on-site a few months ago, the current conditions and essentially looking into the property where

the house would be constructed and that is looking towards the historic property, and zoomed in
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looking towards the historic property. This is the non-historic house across the shared dri\)eway. This is
looking further up the shared driveway to the other two drives at the other non-historic ho;xse's at the
end of that-.shared driveway. | will point out that the applicants did provide, and the Commission
received, color copies of photos that they wantéd the Commission to have.

Before we move to the applicants’ presentation, | willl just note that the changes that
the applicants have made are definitely improvements and are responses to the Commission’s éoncerns.
As | mentioned, the height reduction and the rotation of the roof assist in reducing the visibility of the
new house. The increased angle of the house also assists in sort of breaking up fhe large massing and
that large, long side wall as seen from the adjacent historic prbperty. The proposed materials aré more
compatible and the consistency of materigls around the house is more appropriate. The wraparound
porch Helps break up that long side elevation.

The concern that is pointed out in the Staff Report is that these improvements are good
but the applicants are nof proposing to change the overall form and massing of the 40 foot by 54 foot
house and the house location wasn’t moved substantially, which is what some Commissioners héd
recommended. Staff continues to recommend that the garage be detached into an accessory building
which would decrease the overall footprint of the house and that the massing of the house be hroken
up to read as a one and a half story house, which would reduce the scale and break up the massing.
Finally, staff would point out that this is 500 fegt from the historic house, it's off the shared driveway
where there are non-historic houses, and the overall sétting will remain wooded and so it’s possible that
the Commission will find that, with those factors that it doesn’t have an adverse impact.

The Commission needs to evaluate whether the revised proposal is visuaIAly compatible
in terms of its size, scale, design, materials, color, and texture aﬁd whether it maintains the historic
refationships on the site and whether it has an impact on important landscape features. The Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards discuss in detail, and it’s in your Staff Report, features of a site and what's

important to preserve and what they recommend against changing. The Commission will need to
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evaluate the character-defining features of the historic house and setting énd whether this proposed
house meets the review criteria.

MS. MILES: Thank you, Aﬁne. Does anyone have any questions for staff?

MR. TRESEDER: Anne, you mentioned some of the proposed materials on the new
submission. Did you mention thé roof material?

MS. FOTHERGILL: | don’t know that | did and | don’t know that it changed.

‘MR. TRESEDER: Okay, so that would still be what?

MS. FOTHERGILL: It’s probably asphalt shingles but I don’t -- is it called out on the
plans?

MR. TRESEDER: Not on the elevations, no.

MS. FOTHERGILL: So it’s possible it has -- oh, here it is, asphalt shingles on the first
preliminary and not on the second. Unless it was pointed out, | think it stayed the same but we can ask
the applicants..

MS. MILES: | gather there are no other questions for staff. Okay, if the applicants could
please state your names for the-records and you can either speak for seven minutes or you can respond
to questions. | would urge you to direct the bulk of your remarks to talking about the ways in which
your pfoposal has changed from the last preliminary.

MS. WESTON: Hello, my name is Nicole Weston. Good evening. I'd like to quickly
introduce with me tonight, we have Elaine Drayton with Classic Homés, and wé have Dave McKee with
Benning and Associates, and, of course, Glen Weston.

Since our first preliminary consultation on April 11th, Glen, Elaine, Dave, and | have
carefully reviewed each and every one of your comments and those of our neighbors as well. We have
been in constant contact with HPC Planner Coordinator Anne Fothergill. We've met with Miche Booz,
the historic architect for the addition to the Woolen Mill house at 1901 Brighton Dam Road, and we

have met with the owners of that historic resource. After careful analysis of our options and thanks to -
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the hard work of Dave, Elaine, and Anne, I’'m happy to report that the plans before you tonight show a

clear positive response to the HPC's recommendations and our willingness to be as flexible as possible

given our current conditions. I'm confident that you will see that our home will not negatively impact or

destroy the historic resource at 1901 and at this time I'd like to share -- let’s let Dave share a little bit
more on how we’ve done that.

MR. MCKEE: | have some slides. Thank you.

To start out with -- Dave McKee, Benning and~As.§ociates, land planner for the project.
Just start out with a couple of photos showing the approach and the visibility of the home site from thé
shared driveway. The home site will be directly forward, beydnd the dense trees that you see there,
there’s really no visibility of the home site. A little bit closer in, historic property off to the right and,
again, the proposed home s'ite would be around the bend of the driveway to the left and beyond the
trees. Approaching the home site, elevation change. We rise here tg a ridgg. The proposed home site
would be off to the right, beyond the trees, and down, down the slope. You've seen the site plan. The
house position has changed. We've slid the house back about seven or eight feet from the driveway,
about eight or nine foot over, away from the history property and, again, lowered the house _by six feet
in elevation.

This shows you the before and after, the red being before, the after being the slight
rotation, counter clockwise. We’ve kept the house within the area which |s already cleared. Thisis
mainly meant to avoid clearing of more trees. it's also the appfoved limit of disturbancé approved by
the Department of Permitting Services and Park and Planning. So, to go back and start all over with
them would be a serious setback in the project. This is a logical position for a septic drainage access --
well, other reasons. The crosshatched area here is the clearing. All the remaining property will be
retained as forests; that includes all of the septic reserve area shown, that will not be cleared.

The new Sight Line Study shows the house lowered by six feet. The main thing here is

demonstrating that visibility from the historic property, the home site will be very low in elevation



relative to the barn and the foreground and the tall trees all around.

With that, I'll pass it on to Elaine.

MS. DRAYTON: Okay. Thank you. Elaine Drayton, Residential Designer for the Weston
residence.

The proposed elevations are result of studying the Commission’s concerns, the staff
comments, and the design with Michael Booz, Brookeville architect. Our goals were to design with the
intent to respect the character of place, complement the lay of the land, honor local building traditions,
select durable natural materials, and define the house character with authentic details.

First, we changed the roof line. Wé have a gently low pitch, 6 and 12 slope, front gable
with wide overhang. The front gable, in lieu of the side gable, lessens the visibility of the house to the
historic property and aids in lowering the roof height. The overhang extends just above the window
heads as seen on the side elevations. The front porch noW wraps around the right side, or east side of
the house, to break up the elevation and the roof of the porch extends to shelter the walk up.

.On the front el'evation,‘the porch roof I‘ine extends across the garage doors to create a
shadow and minimize the presence of the garage on the front of the home. The garage doors have
changed from the giant doors with press panels to look more like swinging doors with hinges and
handles. The materials are -- all sides, are the same on all si4des. The number of materials we chose
were about two, for simplicity. We have wood shingles and vertical board and batten with stone veneer
foundation. The second floor of the wood shingles, per the recommendations of Michael Booz, they
begin at the top of the window and continue to the windowsill. We use the wood trim to transition
from the wood shingles to board and batten at the first floor. The vertical board and batten extends
down to the first floor line and resembles the board and batten used on historic property addition and is
stopped by a wood skirt board. The skirt board or sill plate serves two purposes. | wanted it to be a
transition between the trim materials and also preventing water from collecting there. The sill plate will

be pressed on top of the stone foundation and we also will do -- when we’re lining those up, the stud



walls will be flush with the foundation walls. So, it will look like the house is being supported by a stone
foundation.

The stone piers on the foundation will be the same pattern and texture as the stone
columns at the front and the side elevation and also on the chimney on the left side. The stone columns
on the front and right side begin at the ground level and extend without breaking at the porch floor to
the support the wood beams supporting the porch roof. There is also a stone pier with a stone cap
between the wood rails on the front porch. Our stone masonry, veneer, will have the look as if it had
been produced locally and will match the stone pillars at the front. The use of the columns at the front
. and right side, also and at the foundations, the stone piers will be laid to resembled structural Stone.
And we'll also make sure that they will be used with the long dimensions so they Iook like théy'are very
stchtural.

Qn the left side, the stone Chimney also begins at the ground level instead of the wood
box that was cantilevered from the wall, because it was so light and it looked like it was stuck on. It is
treated as if it is a masonry fireplace. its shoulders, they are ndt steep with an angle transition. Instead,
the stone shoulders have a 40.degree angle ahd the chimney is capped with a simple concrete cap. The
wooden structure with the knee braces is at the front the gable’s in, we have wood trim or stick Work
and our.Windows are grouped in pairs on the front and wherever possible; but when it was not possible,
we used single windows.

Now back to the garage door. Placément is located on the front, pdssible side entry was
looked at as an option but the house would have to be flipped and then the garage would be facing the
historic side. And briefly oh the windows that we selecfced, we h'ave the tall windows on the first floor
and the shorter ones on the second and the pattern we chose'was the four over one grill pattern. We
have looked at colors and the colors to be selected would be using the stone pier of the drive front as
our palette and we'll look at pre-War World | color scheme whi.ch will have éarth tones such as browns

and darker greens. Possibly two toning dividing the house into two color zones, dark at the top and
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lighter at the bottom, to form an illusion of a low structure, and no great contrast between the body

trim and the -- the body and the trim work. A similar color value will be done for _t‘he body color.

And this style, the craftsman home was selected by the homeowners because, as a part !
of the arts and crafts movement, it strove to develop an organic style bui|ding. One that was more
closely reflective of the landscape and fabricv in which the house was constructed -- and this is from The -

_ Bungalow Colors, Fobert Schweitzer -- it uses indigenous building materials such as stone to make the
structure more ger.uine, designed to be simple to maintain, and during the early 1900’s was labeled as
common sense style. Thank you.

MS. MILES: Thénk you.v | will také questions, of course, from the Commission to the
applicants and just reminding the Commissionerslthat we will be evaluaoting this preliminary as though
no work had been done as we do with all, in all matters where work has commenced without a Historic'
Area Work Permit. Does anyone have aﬁy questions?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Yes. You haven’t submitted the floor plans but | believe from what
we've seen, the facades, there is a deck somewhere in the back of the house? [s that plan as being part
of this?

MS. DRAYTON: The deck is not a plan at this moment, no.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: But that’s strill showing a door in the back of the house.

MS. DRAYTON: That would be for future construction.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: For future construction?

MS. DRAYTON: Uh-huh, a future addition.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Okay. So you are going -- did you go ahead and submit that?

MS. DRAYTON: If required, yes.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: You would have to come back to this Commission to submit plans for
that deck?

MR. WESTON: Understood.
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MR. RODRIGUEZ: Okay.

MR. KIRWAN: A few questions --

MR. VAN BALGOOY: And --

M3. KIRWAN: Go ahead.

MR. VAN BALGOOY: Just to clarify, can you confirm again the square footage? Has it
changed or is it the same?

MS. WESTON: It's the same.

MR. VAN BALGOOY: It's the same? And what's the size?

MS. WESTON: | don’t have tﬁat.

MR. WESTON: 3450 is what comes to mind.

MR. VAN BALGOOY: 34507 Okay, great‘, thanks.

MR. KIRWAN: The roof material is asphalt shingles?

MS. DRAYTON: Yes.

ME. KIRWAN: Is that correct?

MS. DRAYTON: Uh-huh.

MR. KIRWAN: Okay, and the sort of blank material we see up in the gable ends, that’s
an MDO panel?

MS. DRAYTON: Right. | wanted something light and not too heavy. We thought about
putting shingles up there but it seemed like it would be just too heavy, too much.
| MR. KIRWAN: Yes, | think my only concern with that material is, you know, typically
that’s going to come in 4 byA8 sheets.

MS. DRAYTON: Uh-huh.

MR. KIRWAN: So you’'re going to have seams in those panels, so if this project moves
forward and you come back for a HAWP, we’d want to know a little bit more about how you're going to

deal with the seams in the MDO.
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MS. DRAYTON: Okay.

MR. KIRWAN: But that’s just a minor comment there. The northwest corner of the
house appears to have a family room, is that right? | méan, you don’t have the plan so we don't really
know what that space is.

MS. DRAYTON: Where the chimn'ey is?

MR. KIRWAN: Where the fireplace is, right.

MS. DRAYTON: Uh-huh.

MR. KIRWAN: Is the plan flexible enough to put the family room on the northeast

corner of the back side of the house? | assume, given it’s a rectangular footprint, the house is somewhat

MS. DRAYTON: It is a rectangular footprint.

MR. KIRWAN: -- flexible on the way it is --

MS. DRAYTON: Are you saying you’'d like to see that chimney on the other side?

MR. KIRWAN: Well, when | get to my comments, that’s going to be one of the
comments but I’'m asking right now is just if it’s, the family room has the ability to be positioned on the
northeast corner?

MS. DRAYTON: The plan’s in front of me. It is possible. We’d end up flipping those two
50 you’'re going to be on that side but it w‘ould mean the kitchen would be quite a distance away from
the dining room.

MR. KlR‘WAN: | don’t have the plans in front of me so --

MS. DRAYTON: Yeah.

MR. KIRWAN: -- | encourage you to submit those in the next round.

MS. FOTHERGILL: The previous floor plans, which may not have changed, are Circle 54
and 55.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Can you put the sketches, the elevation sketches, back? Thank you.
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MS. MILES: Are there any other questions for the applicant?

" MS. FOTHERGILL: The applicant’s asking if you want paper copies also since --

MS. MILES: To clarify, these are sketches that ar-e being submitted after the time that
we could accept materials for -- is that correct? That’s the reason they weren’t part of the packet.

MS. FOTHERGILL: We received them today, yes.

MS. MILES: Right, so I'm just clarifying that they’re being distributed. | have it. Thank
you. And these are sketches that reflect a porch continuing around the side o-f the house rathgr than
just‘piers, and that’s the distinguished between these sketches and the plans that were submitted, the
elevations that were submitted with the pre'liminary packége.

Commissioner Rodriguez, do you have a 'question?

MR. RODRIGUE'Z: No, | just wanted to understand this thing. It’s really har.d, to be
honest, to look at these as a whole package without the floor plan, so we can understand what the
windows are doing inside the house; that helps a lot. And, | just like to look at these in a wayl which I'm
trying to understand all the parts without knowing what’s going on inside.

MS. DRAYTON: Okay, well, | have one éopy of the floor plans but they don’t reflect the
changes that have been done. .

MS. FOTHERGILL: | think the floor plans that aré in your packet from the previous
submission are the same except the additional windows have been added.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Okay, thaﬁk you.

MR. VAN BALGOOY: Madam Chair? One of the ideas we bxrought to you last time was
looking at the massing and the scale of the house -- |

MS. DRAYTON: Uh-huh.

MR. VAN BAL‘GOOY: -- to break that apart a little bit and | notice you didn’t do that. Is
there a reason for that?

MS. WESTON: In terms of the massing; you can probably answer that better, the
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massipg issue.

MS. DRAYTON: Yeah, | thought | was actua|I‘y addressing that. | think with you -- were
you thinking of seeing more of a one and a half story house instead of a two story housé?

MR. VAN BALGOOY: Well, | --

MS. DRAYTON: Or detaching the garage?

‘ MR. VAN BALGOOY: There are lots of different ways. It's a big house and one way to
scale it down is not just reduce the height but also break it apart. So, it could be -- you can -- it’s your
house. You decide how you want to do it. I'm not going to design it for you, but it could be removing
the garage and putting that as a separate building. It could be taking the family room and putting
elsewhere. It could be dropping one half story. You know, similar to what the person across the street
from you has done at 1909; that’s a house about the same size, that’s v.\}hy I asked you the square
footage. Its 3500 square foot but they broke it apart, if you remember.

MS. WESTON: Nicole Weston. | can answer part of that. It really has to do with
finances. It's less expensive to build this way than to create a bigger footprint for materials, say, so that
would be the primary reason.

MR. VAN BALGOOQY: Okay. Okay, great, thanks.

MS. MILES: | just want to mention, | think you Miche Booz as the person you met with.

MS. DRAYTON: Miche, sorry.

MS. MILES: Okay, | just waﬁt to cIarify for the record. Are there any other questions for
the applicant before we begin to offer some feedback?

Okay, before we do, I'm just going to draw the attention of all of the Commissioners to
the guidelines under 24A. | encourage you to look particularly closely at Section 24A 8a which speaks to
_ whether or not a proposal is inapprobriate or inconsistent with the protection of a historic site; 24A 8b2
which references whether the proposal’s compatible in c‘haracter and nature With the historical site and

the features of the historic site; subpart 3, whether the proposal would enhance or aid in the



preservation of the site and would be compatible with the historical value of the historic site; and, of
course, the Secretary of the Interior Standards, most particularly as the staff referenced, any changes
.should retain the historic relationship between buildings and the landscape and its site features
including trees and adjacent new gonstruction should be designed to be compatible with the historic
~ character of the site and preserve the historic relationship between the building or buildings and the .
landscape.

So, I’'m going to ask everyone to comment. Whatever you do, please cite some part of
the guidelines, if you can, to support your comments. And, I’'m going to actually start to my right,
Commissioner Treseder.

MR. TRESEDER: Thank you. Reviewing my comments from the previous submittal, | had
several concerns with the previous application and, really, this scheme addresses them all except for the
separation of the garage from the main massing. Otherwise, | think the applicant has addressed all of
my concerns, especially that of material. | think that the material changes, the overhangs, the roof
pitches, changing the roof direction, even though the house is still massive, including the wraparound
porch, those elements go a great ways towards breaking up the mass. And I also think that seeing it
from a historic resource, looking through the trees, the natural materials will be much less visible.

One concern | have is the roof material. | think that perhaps if a more traditional roof
materiél could be chosen as Well, that would be -- complete the package, in my opinio'n. I'm not thrilled
about the garage being part of it but, frankly, | understand the constraints and it is a house on a large
piece of property and surrounded by trees so | think that if it was on the street with the streetscape, |
think we’d focus in a little bit -- | would focus more directly on those kind of items but because of its
nature, étanding alone, | could approve this. Thank you.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: | definitefy think that you are taking the right steps in terms of
refining some of the changes in the materials. When | try to look at these, I try to look from the lenses

of the Secretary of the Interior Standards, which we follow, and basically all these issues the Secretary of
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the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitétion'mentions about site features and how these relate to the
historic property. They show that there is an easement on these properties because of its relationship
with tﬁat other house which has a historic value for the community, for the county. So, it's something
thét’s important for us to maintain.

I think you are going in the right direction. When | look at Standard No. 9 from the
Secretary of the Interiors, | think there are issues of relationship and scale that have not been fully
addressed here. And, | think you have done right things to address that but, for me, it’s not a complete
solution. | think one of them, detaching the garage would reduce the footprint of the house, which
would be a lot more in keeping up with the standards in the terms of you will lower the scale. | don’t
have much concerns about how much of the height, | believe that the scale would be controlled better
when the footprint of the building gets reduced, is smaller, because the garage has separated. That
would definitely bring the scale of the building down. | think there are a series of details, you are tﬁing
to following the arts and crafts, but there are a series of details in what you're proposing that are not
defined clearly. The frieze element is too heavy. You'll want to look at that and that’s -- the area to
follow my recommendation is look at that carefully, and start looking at the sizes of the things, because
those pieces -- when | look at the sketches, and fhey ére very nice sketches, some of the sizes of the
pieces | think need to be detailed correctly, so you get exactly what you want. But, | also, in the long
run, that will help to reduce the size of the house as well. It's the quality of those details, how they are
integrated.

My biggest concern, again, is that we follow the standards and that we meet the
standards, mostly the Secretary 6f the Interior Standard No. 9, which basically is telling us that a new
addition or a new coﬁstruction will not destroy the historic site or the historic materials and features of
the site that are there. Regarding that, | think if you move forward, | don’t have.any concerns regarding
the location. | think the turriing of the footprint of the house in the site, ft's a much better solution to

prevent the fronting of the other house, but I think if the house comes down in scale -- and it’s a simple

EE,



move of moving the garage, that would reduce the footprint of what is the house itself. In the other
terms | think that you are going in the right direction.

MR. KIRWAN: I-think those are all very good comments you heard. | appreciate greatly
the things you have done to improve the plan. | think it has improved significantly. The movement of
the house to the west, | think, is very helpful. Reducing the height of the house has been very helpful.
The material changes have gone a long way to make this much more palatabl‘e to me, and | think the
porch massing, the detailing of that porch wrapping the corner, really helps begin to break down the
scale of that house as it faces the historic resource.

And, you know, | think the importance of all those things, for me, is how they begin to
make this new, sort of, addition to this historic resource compound much more compatible in
addressing Chépfer 24A-8b2 and 24A-8d of Montgomery County Code. | think those are beginning to
get me there. As | alluded to, | think there’s one missing piece, particularly to the east facade. You
know, if you look at the, what's titléd the right side elevation in the drawings you provided today, the
porch now wrapsAaround- that southeast corner of the house, which is very hélpful, but what that does is
it draws the eye to that two-story elevation at the northeast corner of the house, and that’'s why | asked
the question about the family room. | think the very nice detail and composition that | see on probably
the least important elevation of your house, what's titled the left side elevation, that’s your northwest
corner with that composition of four windows balanced around that chimney, that would be perfect
right there on that corner. And, that vertical element of the chimney would help contrast a bit with the
horizontality that has helped the house, but in some ways there’s almost too much horizontality going
onand ‘that little bit of a vertical element introduced there, | think would be very helpful to, again,
reinforcing those scale issues that we’re looking for in response to Chapter 24A.

So, again, while | think that taking the garage massing out of the body of the house
would be a terrific improvement, | know there’s going to be some challenges in doing that on the site

that you have now, so I’'m not hung up on that being something that limits me from ultimately
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approving a HAWP of this project but | think all the improvements you've made, coupled with a few
tweaks, as you've already heard, and possibly that chimney relocation, would make this approvable to
me.

MS. HEILER: You've heard from everyone that this is an enormous improvement,
particularly with the choice of rriaterials, and changes to the design. I’'m concerned with the visibility,
still. 1 know you’ve given us some pictures which showed that there are a lot of trees in front of it.
They’re deciduous trees, so that in the winter this will be much more visible than it is now. One person
had suggested using a natural material for the roof. | think that would make a huge difference if you put
a wodd roof on this, because you will be viewing it through the trees. Otherwise, | think the idea, the
original idea of making it a one and a half story house would be a big improvement, because it’s still
visible; it's certainly at a height where you’d be able to see it. Possibly removing the garage would~ make
it possible to make some of these other changes to reduce the hgight. You had mentioned planning in
the future to add a deck. Maybe the garage is what has to be\postponed until the future, to build a
separate building with a garage, and you might be able to substantially reduce the size of the house
without a two-car garage.

Otherwise, | think the design meets the standards. It will be much -- | think whatever
visibility it has, in some sense, detracts from the historic site because its farmland and forest. And so,
anything that you do that makes it less visible, improves or reduces the impact that it has. So, reducing
the height more or moving it, which | guess is r’riuch more of a problem. | could imagine this iiouse, as it
stands, if it were moved back even more, so that it were not as high, or making it a one-and a half story
house with a separate garage, that possibly you postpone and come back to that. Otherwise, | think this
is a great improvement and, with a little lower visibility, it would be compatible and not have a
deleterious effect on the historic site.

MS. WHITNEY: Thank you for coming before us once again and thank you for addressing

the concerns of some of the members of the Commission from last time. | was not one that had an
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issue with anything at all. Thé improvements are wonderful and thank you for making them.

The only thing that 1 had commented on last time was | was hoping that you would pull
materials more from the earth and that is exactly what you have'done. Thank you for doing so. With
the slight change in location, | am fine with the location. | am fine with the fenestration, with the
placement of the windows. No issues whatsoever with the massing. The footprint kept coming up in
discussion. There are currently four houses in that neighborhood and this house, the proposal is smaller
than three of these houses. | don’t know how much smaller you can make it and still put a family in this
home. So, | am fine with the footprint. It is completely in line with all of the others. t don’t foresee any
adverse impact. Itis corﬁpatibie with the historic site. You have pulled features from the histori; site
without mimicry and I’'m looking forward to seeing you here again with a HAWP.

MR. VAN BALGOQY: Good evening, Mr. and Mrs. Weston. | know you've heard lots of
people tell you what a great job you did on making the changes and I'm sure you.don't want me to stop
at this point. 1 do think you really made great improvements. The materials, taking the materials and
going all the way around | think is wonderful. Lowering the.height, | thiﬁk, is a great idea. The window
pattern is really very nice. It's so much better than what you had before. I'm just really very pleased
about that. | think the wraparound porch is a great idea. | think the change in materials from the first
and second floors is a great idea. So, in terms of design, | think you’ve done a really wonderful job and |
commend you on that. | know that’s an enormous amount of work you’ve done to make that happen.

I do have a concern, though, because of the design guidelines for historic sites and
districts in Montgomery County. It does require me to look, if it's designed to fit within the setting of
the historic site and that, if a new building occurs, it reinforces the basic visual characteristics of the area
and it sﬁould relate to fhe visual design chara;teristics of the neighborhood. In particula}, my concerns
about the basic massing and form of the building, and that’s why | asked the question about the garage,
and you've heard a couple oth_er Comrﬁissioners mention that, and that is a concern for me. You know,

you can keep the building at the same square footage; that doesn’t matter. It’s just how you do it. So
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rathér than putting it all together in one pile, if yo'u could spread it out, | think that would help with the .
visibility issue because it gets smaller. It looks a little more traditional. You see a little fewer, you know,
you see some buildings up there but not one big one, énd I think that makes a big difference. But, it
doesn’t have to be the garage, it could be something else. | mean, you puzzle this out yourself. Maybe
you want to have a garage a»nd walk right into your house. | lived in California; that's what we did. So,
that’s fine. Maybe -- | don’t think you want to put the family room in a separate building, but maybe
you do. I'll let you figure that out.

On the architectural details, | want to sort of repeat a comment from anotﬁer
Commissioner. So, look very carefully at those details. The arts and crafts movement truly emphasized
what the structure is -- what you see sticking out, like the eave ends on the brackets, are structural.
They’re meant to hold the roof. So, they have to look sort of heavy and they look a little weak to me.
And, of course, they're not, in this case, they’re not really holding up the roof. So, you're going to fool
the eye by putting larger brackets but, for example, I'd look a little more at those details. It may mean
going and looking at some arts and crafts houses in Montgomery County, there are lots of examples, or
from around the rest of the world
-- around the rest of the wofld -- around the rest of the country to see what would be appropriate.
Because | think getting the details right is really important for this house and if ypu're concerned about
money, it won’t cost you that much more to get the details right but you’re going to live with them for a
very long fime.

So, again, those are my comments. | think you've done a tremendous job in making it a
much better design than you had before and the only thing, before | feel comfortable in approving it, is
really getting the massing taken care of and, you know, you can go further in the ground if you wanted
to, you can push it further back, but | don’t think those are options, so it’s really breaking up the massing
somehow by, you know, splitting out the garage or doing something else, and then looking at the

architectural details. So, again, thanks again for a wonderful improvement on what you presented last



time.

MS. MILES: | think you've had some very good feedback from the Commission and |
think we're all really pleased to see the ways in which you've responded to the issues that we've raised.
and | would certainly concur with that.

| think that the overwhelming sense of the Commission, | would say all but really one
Commissioner, either felt that the house should be sited off the peak of the ridge or broken up so that it

~was not so prominent on the site. | don’t think that anybody has any objections to the size of the house.
It’s the scale and massing which are the ways in which the size is expressed. | think the house could be
larger. It's just a matter of how it's expressed on the site. Since you would prefer to keep it at the ridge
line, | would concur‘ that it should be broken up. It needs to be easier on the sight. It is visible when the
trees are bare. It is subject to the easement and it is, under the standards, it' does need to be designed
to be cc;mpatible with the historic character of the site and certain historic relationship between the
buildings and the Iandsca_pe. And, | think that’s the piece that you still need to work on. It’s certainly
vastly improved, | think, that the stone, the natural materials, the more appropriate arts and crafts
details, which do need to be refined, but are definitely going in the right direction, are absolutely all
good steps. But | do think that if the garage is removed or if some other steps are taken, according to’
whatever plans you want to make to break up the massing so that the scale does not sit so heavy as a
block, I think that will absolutely enhance your préject.

So | think you've heard from everybody now. All those present, at least tonight, and we
look forward to seeing you again. Do you have any questions for us? | guess not, okay.

MS. WESTON: | have a quick one. -

MS. MILES: Sure.

MS. WESTON: | keep hearing the same words and I'm getting confused. You had
mentioned, | think, Commissioner Rodriguez, to detach the garage for scale, scale primarily?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Uh-huh.



MS. WESTON: And then Commissioner van Balgooy said the same thing but for massing.

That’s where, as a -- | don’t understand that.

MR. RODRIGUEZ; Okay. Scale is a perceptual.

MS. WESTON: Uh-huh.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: It's what you see.

MS. WESTON: O.kay.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: And scale is cu;eated by the massing. Basically, the shape of
something has a size and the scale is how you relate that size seen from a distance. 'So, when we talk
about scale and massing, we are talking about how those two elements are relating. Basically, we are
trying to tell you is the house looks too big, although it's not that big. So, maybe it’s in the treatment of
the materials, i‘n the treatment of the details, and in the separation. Basically, we would reduce the
footprint of the housé, when you do that, the pitch of the roof doesn’t have to go so high up. So, there
is some elements that your architect can do to make the whole house look a lot smaller than it appears
and that’s, | don't know if that explains it, but that’s one of the concerns. Did | translate it well?

MS. MILES: Thank you.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: That 'clarifies it?

MS. WESTON: Yeah, | mean, it helps as much as a non-architect can understand it.

MS. MILES: You're going to learn more.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: It can sound a little bit like Chinese but, basically, what we are trying
to tell you is it’s not just pushing it down or, yeah, it’s how all these elements relate.

MR. WESTON: May | ask one question just for my clarification as well? Glen Weston. If
we leave the structure the way it is, with the design that you see now, would another outlying building
suffice in the part of breaking up the massing as we see it? And what I’'m talking about another outlying
builaing -- perhaps a small little barn that’s adjacent to it. Because, we're having difficulties, obviously,

trying to fit into our line of disturbance that we have right now. We're having difficulties, again, they're



our problems and they're not yours but, with the changes that are being, | don’t wént to say requested,
but --

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Suggested?

MR. WESTON: Suggested, thank you. You know, we’re obviously trying to make as
many of these as possible that we can, with our current financial sitﬁation. So, could, perha;;s, an
outlying buildingAmak‘e that_, that massing issue that we’re apparently having an issue with, be that
element that we’re missing?

MS. MILES: Well, there’s two sides to this. | mean, something has to cdme out of the
house to go into the other building. If there’s just additional structure, | don’t think that's goin'g to
address the issue. Is that what you're -- I'm not really sure | understand what you're asking.

MR. WESTON: That’s what I'm trying to understand is what is the issue with the
massing? | think we've dpne a good job with trying to take care of the massing issue, as has been
conveyed by all of you, as you can see by our design. We’re being asked to do some mo;'e changes to -
break up the massing. So, my simple question is, Would breaking up the massing be an option for us by
putting an outlying bt.JiId‘ing, and that building could be nothing more than just a shed, but also to be
used to break up the appearance of the house of being a square?

MS. MILES: I don’t think you're following what we’re trying to get at. It's not that you
need to do something by diverting attention to something else. It’s that we've got a cube that is resting
on the ridge line and it is a substantial square and that either it should be moved off the ridge line so it’s
not as substantial sitting on the site or that it should be broken up in some wa‘y, either made one and a
half stories or the garage taken out and maybe that made into a separate building, or saved for later or
whatever. But, if you just create this house and put something else next to it, that’s not going to break
up'}the massing; that’s simply going to add another element.

MR. WESTON: Okay, and that’s what | was trying to get a little clarity on because --

MS. MILES: O'kay, have | explained it to the satisfaction of the others on the panel?



Okay, | think everyone is in agreement.
Okay, all right, do you have any other questions?
MS. WESTON: No.
MS. MILES: Okay. Thanks very much.

MS. ‘WESTON: Thank you.
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View from 1901




Closer view of 1903 site from 1901




Zoomed from same location

is on the right)

(Barn

T

e

(e

T
[N

&




View from edge of forest looking

toward 1903 house site
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View from top of drive toward 1901
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View from farther down site looking
toward 1901
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View of 1909 from 1901
Notice the difference in density of
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PRESERVATION OP BISTORIC RESOURCES
'DEED OP EASEMENT

THIS DEED OF EASEMENT, made this __ 2lst _ day of
August _ o 1988 , Dby and between

WOODY E. YOUNG and KATHLEEN C. YOUNG, his wife,
. + Grantor

and Montgomery County, Maryland, Grantee.

.[ the Montgomery County Code entitled "Preservation o! nutortc :

. | Ruouzen'. established an Historic Presexvation c«m:l.uton fo:

' tho purpose generally of protection, preservation, conunuod u‘f

o -1k aml enhanemnt of historic resources, all as is more pa:ﬂ.culu'-:
5 p:ov:lded for by law; and,

wm;ams, the property he:e!.na!tet deser‘.bed hu been

designated an Historic Resource by the Historic Preservation

‘licomission, and this easement will promcte the protection,

WHEREAS, the Grantee is possessed with the powe: and
duty to accept, hold and administer this easement. and,

WHEREAS, the Grantor has received certain fund§ and
assistance, as hereinafter set out, through the iuapices of the
Historic Preservation COm:l.s'sion with which to carry out and
comply with the agreed upon requirements and recommendations of
said Commission, including the granting of this easement.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consgideration of these premises
and receipt of One Dollar ($1.00) in hand paid

and other good and valuable considerations,
the receipt of which is hereby acknowledged,

NO FEE - MONTG, CO. MD.

WITNESSETH, WHEREAS, the Grantee, by Ordirince uo. 9-4,;.:} .
adopted July 24, 1979, which became effective as Chapte: 24-A ot

preservation, continued use and enhancement of said property, and,

Verhied By ._EM e ‘
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-2-

do¢€5 _ hereby grant and convey unto Montgomery céunty. Maryland,
its successors and assigns to;eve: ¢ an-easement, as hereinafter
get out, over and through all that lot or parcel of land together

. with all the improvements thereon and all appurtenances, rights
|

and interests thereunto belonging, situate, lying and being in

Montgomery County, Maryland, and more particularly described as:

Lot numbered Four (4), in the subdivision known as HANLING RIVER ESTATES
as per plat théreof racorded in Plat Book 110 at Plat 12811, wmong-thet .| |
Land'Records' of Montgoméry County, Marylanc.’ ; i 7 .

Subject to Thirty (30) feet of a sixty-foot (60°) right of ‘irigress
and egress shown on plat; and togethg with : six)d;y-gooto(sa‘, :'1’&-1"3?’ .

way for ingress and egress shown on plat. The Thirty-foot (30') right o
::y;"f:rlil_lllg;ess and egress created at Liber 340 folio 44 and in Plat Boo

Property Address: 1901 Brighton Dam Road
: Brookevi}le, Maryland

The terms of said easement are as follows: Lo

(A) Duration and Nature of Easement. !havsﬁqudnthf'
shall be perpstual in duration. The pa:ttu agree that uu S
and shall be considered an easement in gross and as sich £l 'i
‘inheritable and assignable and runs with the land al an-1n§og; 4
po:ui property interest in the property enforceable By Grantee. :
and its successors and assigns with respect to the Property and
against Grantor and Grantor's heirs, successors and assigns, all
of whom are collectively referred to herein as "Grantee” and

'Grantor® respectively. The easépent is subject to any and all

presently existing valid encumbrances, easements and rights of
way upon the property.
(B) Public Access. Upon specific request of the

Grantee, and the agreement of the Grantor as to time, and dates,

—

.| the Grantor covenants and agrees to make the grounds of the

i property open to the pﬁbli.c on not more than six occasions each

'I calendar year. This particular ccvenant shall expire fifty (50)

_iyea:s from the date hereof.

(C) Maintenance and Administration. Grantor shall

- keep and maintain the Property, including the improvements thereonl.
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in good, clean and safe condition and shall maintain, repair and

‘administer the Property to preserve the historic, aesthetic and
cultural character and appearance of the Property as is shown

of the Property shall further conform to the requirements of

Paragraph D of tlu.s Basement. This covarant dces not require

reconstruction of any improvements which are delt:oyed in whole
or in part by casualty loss unless

insurance proceedl are nvqile )
i el

able for such purposes.

(D) The Grantor and Grantee hereby agree to, and

incorporate lierein by refe:eneo. all the terms and coudtuonn'

of Chapu: 24-A of the Hontgunu-y County (':od. ontiucd
'Pzenmuon of Historic Mn:ceo' and paruculatl.y u 1t
. {{appliés’ to changes, alterations, work pomu. hupeeuon.

penuuol. appeal, and in general, the. tighu and dnt.i.u ot both
ths Grantor and Grantes.

, In addition, the Grantor and Grantee hereby aqreed
that this easement shall be construed and 1nte:pret¢d as bo:lng
created under the Real Property Title
tated Code of Maryland.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF,

we have hereunto set our handa and

; Jurat, (individual or corporate)

! The following party joins as Grantee and Mortgagee:

an}/ _
described in Exhibit A. The maintenance, repair and adntnng:a(+s

2 Section 2-118 of the Anno-|

I.w s T, 'ﬁolerts
Chief Administrative Officer

Corporate Jurat

66
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STATGORINIERNS~ LA SH NG TS 1A

a SS.
%mﬂv oF éumﬁ'ﬂf
on this _ 2382 day of Aupasr, 19 BE, vefore ne, the

undersigned officer, personally appeared Woody E. Young and Kathleen
C. Young, his wife, known to me (or satisfactorily proven) 2o be the

ersons whose names are subscribed to the within instrument and

3
%

wgciss Whereof, 1 hereunto set my hand and offictal seal.

Ires: AMOVEMBER 14, 1987.

ST . SS.

On this _&¥n . day oA cotaninre, 19 §Y4 , before me, a

Notary Public of the aforesaid State and County, the undersigned
officer, persoﬁnaly appeared m:[m_, who
acknowledged himself to be th H of Montgomery
County, Maryland, a body copporate and politic, and that he as
such : 2 i being authorized so to do,
executed the aforegoing 1nstrunentc3¢§- the purposes therein

contained. by signing the name of the corporation by himself

ﬂ‘m 0

m-""‘

%umfssion expires:

Wy Commizion Sxawss sty |, 1786
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT
Address: 1903 Brighton Dam Road, Brookeville Meeting Date: 5/23/12
Applicant: Nicole and Glen Weston(Stuart Barr, Agent) Réport Date: 5/16/12 '
Resource: Master Plan Site #23/69 Public Notice: 5/9/12 .
Brookeville Woolen Mill and House
Review: 2" Preliminary Consultation Tax Credit:  None
Case Number: N/A ' ‘Staff: Anne Fothergill

PROPOSAL: New construction

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the applicants make revisions based on the HPC’s feedback and then return for a
third Preliminary Consultation if needed or a Historic Area Work Permit.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Master Plan Site #23/69 Brookeville Woolen Mill and House
STYLE: o 1 Y4 story stone house ,
. DATE: Late 1700s to early 1800s

excérpf from Places in the Past:

A rare surviving example of a woolen mill complex, this site includes a mill structure and house. Both
buildings exhibit superior stone masonry with rough-dressed quarry stone, hewn lintels and quoins.
Banked into a hillside, the structures are one and a half stories tall with exposed basements. The stone
house type with galleried porches across basement and first story levels on the downhill side is more
typical of miller’s houses in southeastern Pennsylvania and northeastern Maryland.. The Hawlings River
valley, tributary to the Patuxent, was one of the first areas in the county to be settled. A number of small
woolen factories and fulling mills were built during the embargo period of the War of 1812. The date of
the house is uncertain. The 1783 tax assessment lists several stone Riggs houses. By 1816, David Newlin
was operating the woolen mill, known as the Brookeville Woolen Factory, manufacturing cloth and
blankets from fleece.

additional information:

The house and mill overlook the Hawlings River and the property is adjacent to the Hawlings River
Regional Park. The entrance to the historic site is marked by two stone piers flanking a gravel driveway.
The driveway runs alongside the Hawlings River for almost a mile to the historic house which sits on the
east slope of the hill overlooking the mill building and a pond. The land rises higher to the west and crests
behind the house (within Lot 4). The stone house sits on a knoll and the basement is fully exposed in the
front, making it a 2 % story house. A 2-story galleried porch runs across the width of the front of the



house. The main body of the house is stone and on the left side there is a mid-19" century narrow 1
story frame wing. On the right side there is an addition approved by the HPC in 2004.

The subject property is located behind the historic at 1903 Brighton Dam Road. This is the only remaining
lot (“Lot 4”) to be developed of the four lots that are accessed off the long gravel driveway shared with the
historic house. . See Circles $2 +63 .

Montgomery County holds an easement on Lot 4 at 1903 Brighton Dam Road, granted by the owners in
1984. The terms of the easement subject this property to Chapter 24A “Historic Resource Preservation,”
requiring the HPC to review and approve new construction and other exterior alterations (see Circles

eY-6% ).

BACKGROUND

The applicants had their first Preliminary Consultation with the HPC on April 11, 2012, After reviewing
the proposed plans, the main concerns that the HPC discussed with the applicants were the overall
visibility of the new house, the height, massing and scale of the house, the type of materials proposed and
the different materials on the sides and the front, and the siting of the house. Changes were suggested that
could decrease the visibility and increase the compatibility of the new house with the historic resource. The
plans from the first Preliminary Consultation are in Circles 5 2-SS  and the meeting transcript is in

Circles  29-S1

PROPOSAL

The applicants are proposing to construct a new house on Lot 4 at 1903 Brighton Dam Road, which is to
the west of the adjacent historic property at 1901 Brighton Dam Road. The new house will be located
across a shared driveway from 1909 Brighton Dam Road, which is not historic.

The proposed new 3,450 SF house will be approximately 40° x 54°4” (this information is based on the
initial floor plans; revised floor plans were not provided). The front gable house will be 27” tall at the roof
ridge and will face south and slightly east. The siding materials are board and batten on the first story and
cedar shingles on the second story with a horizontal band between the two materials. The gable ends will
have MDO panels with vertical strips of wood. There will be a small front porch with stone columns with
a railing along the front and steps down to the grade on the right side (the porch roof wraps around the
corner but the floor does not). There is a masonry chimney on the left (west) side of the house. There will
be a gravel drive leading from the shared driveway to the new house and a front-loading garage (garage
door material not specified). '

For the construction of the house and the septic field located to the northeast of the house, 56 trees will be
removed in a less than 20,000 SF area, or approximately 1/10 of the trees on the property. The applicants
submitted a tree save plan to the Planning Department which shows that 26 significant trees will be
retained - predominantly Tulip Poplars all 20” DBH or larger. They are not proposing to remove any trees
on the rest of the wooded property, which is five acres. They also propose to plant additional trees on the
property for screening.

The new house will be sited approximately 500 feet from the historic house and at an approximately 29
foot higher elevation. A revised sightline study is in Circle 7

Proposed plans are in Circles 13+ |5  and the elevations and site plan from the first preliminary

consultation are in Circles _J2 [}1 .



APPLICABLE GUIDELINES

. When reviewing alterations and new construction to a Master Plan site several documents are to be
utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their decision. These documents include
Montgomery County Code Chapter 24A (Chapter 24A4) and the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for
Rehabilitation (Standards). The pertinent information in these documents is outlined below.

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 24A-8:

(a) The commission shall instruct the director to deny a permit if it finds, based on the evidence and
information presented to or before the commission that the alteration for which the permit is sought
would be inappropriate, inconsistent with or detrimental to the preservation, enhancement or
ultimate protection of the historic site or historic resource within an historic district, and to the
purpases of this chapter.

(b) The commission shall instruct the director to issue a permit, or issue a permit subject to such
conditions as are found to be necessary to insure conformity with the purposes and requirements of
this chapter, if it finds that:

(1)  The proposal will not substantially alter the extenor features of an historic site or historic
resource within an historic district; or '
(2) The proposal is compatible in character and nature with the historical, archeological, -
archltectural or cultural features of the historic site or the historic district in which an historic
resource is located and would not be detrimental thereto or to the achievement of the purposes of
this chapter; or S
(3) The proposal would enhance or aid in the protection, preservation and public or private
utilization of the historic site or historic resource located within an historic district in a manner
compatible with the historical, archeological, architectural or cultural value of the historic site or
historic district in which an historic resource is located; or
(4) The proposal is necessary in order that unsafe conditions or health hazards be remedied; or
(5) The proposal is necessary in order that the owner of the subject property not be deprived of
reasonable use of the property or suffer undue hardship; or
(6) In balancing the interests of the public in preserving the historic site or historic resource
located within an historic district, with the interests of the public from the use and benefit of the
alternative proposal, the general public welfare is better served by granting the permit.

(c) Itis not the intent of this chapter to limit new construction, alteration or repairs to any one
period or architectural style.

(d) In the case of an application for work on an historic resource located wnthm an historic district,
the commission shall be lenient in its judgment of plans for structures of little historical or design
significance or for plans involving new construction, unless such plans would seriously impair the
historic or architectural value of surrounding historic resources or would impair the character of
the historic district. (Ord. No. 9-4, § 1; Ord. No. 11-59.)

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:

Standard #1: A property will be used as it was hi§torically or be given a new use that requires minimal change
to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships.

Standafd #2: The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic
materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.

Standard #5: Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship
that characterize a property will be preserved.



Standard #9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic materials,
features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the
old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to
protect the integrity of the property and its environment.

Standard #10: New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner

that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would
* be unimpaired.

STAFF DISCUSSION

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation state that “the site, including its associated
features, contributes to the overall character of the historic property...[and] the relationship between the
buildings and landscape features within the site's boundaries should be considered in the overall planning
for rehabilitation project work.”

The Standards advise that it is important to idéntify, retain, and preserve the building and landscape
features which are important in defining the historic character of the setting including woodlands and
important views or visual relationships. ‘

The Standards recommend that: :
e any changes should retain the historic relanonshlp between buildings and the landscape and its site
features including trees.
e adjacent new construction should be designed to be compatible with the historic character of the
site and preserve the historic relationship between the building or buildings and the landscape.

For new construction, the Standards recommend against:
e locating new construction on the building site where lmportant landscape features will be damaged
or destroyed. b
¢ introducing new construction onto the building site which is visually incompatible in terms of size,
scale, design, materials, color, and texture; which destroys historic relationships on the site; or
which damages or destroys important landscape features.

The Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Districts in Montgomery County, Maryland state:
DESIGN OF ALTERATIONS, NEW OR INFILL CONSTRUCTION

While the alteration of historic properties may be proposed, the goal should be to design these
changes such that they have no —or little — effect on the integrity of the property. Design any
alterations to be compatible with the historic character of the property. Avoid alterations that
would hinder the ability to interpret the original design character of the house, as well as those that
imply an earlier historic period than that of the building. Design alterations such that damage to
historic features or materials is minimal, or avoided entirely. These approaches are generally
inappropriate. Design alterations such that damage to historic features or materials is minimal, or
avoided entirely.

Similarly, new or infill construction should be designed to fit within the setting of the historic site
or district. This requires some planning, as well as an understanding of the development site. The
Montgomery County historic preservation program recognizes that while historic districts and sites
convey a certain sense of time and place associated with their history, they also remain dynamic,

~ with alterations to existing structures and construction of new buildings occurring over time.



The design guidelines that follow were written to help assure that, when new building occurs, it
will be in a manner that reinforces the basic visual characteristics of an area. The guidelines do not
require that new buildings must look old. In fact, imitating historic styles found in Montgomery
County is generally discouraged. Some people may be confused about this concept; for many, the
initial assumption is that any new building should appear to be old. But rather than imitating older

. buildings, a new design should relate to the traditional design characteristics of a neighborhood
while also conveying the stylistic trends of today. New construction may do so by drawing upon
some basic building features—such as the way in which a building is located on its site, the manner
in which it relates to the street and its basic massing, form and materials—rather than applying
conjectural historic detailing to a new building. When these design variables are arranged in a new
building to be similar to those seen traditionally in the area, visual compatibility results. Therefore,
it is possible to be compatible with the historic context while also producing a design that is
distinguishable as being newer.

At the first preliminary consultation, the Commission expressed a number of concerns about the proposed
house and whether it met the applicable review criteria. Specifically, they were concerned about the
overall visibility of the new house, the height of the house, the massing and scale, the type of materials
proposed and the different materials on the sides than the front, and the siting of the hduse. The
Commission suggested changes that could decrease the visibility and increase the compatibility of the new
house with the historic resource.

The applicants have made the following changes in response to the Commission’s concerns:

e height: the house is now six feet lower than previously proposed. :

e massing and scale: The gable roof was rotated so that the tall gable end does not face east toward
the historic property; the front porch roof wraps around the east side which assists in breaking up
that long elevation

e materials: the house has consistent materials on all four sides. The materials are board and batten
and cedar shingles and some stone on the wraparound porch. The front garage door now has hinge
straps.

s other: additional windows were added; size of the eaves was increased; the house location was
slightly shifted north and angled to the west.

The changes that the applicants have made are definitely improvements. The reduction of six feet in
height and the rotation of the gable roof form so that the tall gable end of the house isn’t facing the historic
house assists in reducing its visibility. Additionally, the increased angle of the house also assists in
breaking up the large massing as seen from the adjacent historic property. The proposed materials are
more compatible with the historic site and the consistency of materials around the house is more
appropriate. The porch roof and the additional windows help break up the long right side (east) elevation.
The garage was not detached or moved to the rear of the house, but the garage door style is an
improvement.

While the applicants have made notable improvements to the house, they are not proposing to change the
basic form and massing of the approximately 40’ x 54 house. Revised floor plans were not provided but it
is staff’s understanding that the house has essentially the same footprint as the first submission (see Circles
% Y{ +5 & ). The house location was not moved substantially which is what some Commissioners had
recommended. Staff recommends that the front porch should be a true wraparound porch with a railing
instead of just a porch roof along the right side. Staff continues to recommend that the garage be detached
into an accessory building, decreasing the overall footprint of the house, and that the massing of the house
be broken up to read as a 1 Y% story house.

As noted in the prévious staff report, the proposed new house will be located behind and approximately

&)



500 feet from the historic house, off the shared driveway where there are other non-historic houses, and the
overall setting will remain very wooded as most trees on the five acre site will remain including more than
20 significant trees. The proposal is for an approximately 3,500 SF house that is 27’ tall with a 54° side
wall facing the historic house and property. Between the two houses is a barn, which can be seen from the
subject property. .The house will be sited at a higher elevation than the historic house. The applicants
provided a sight line study for the Commission to understand the distance between the houses the wooded

setting, and the topography change (see Circle __ )3~ ).

As noted in the first staff report and at the prelimirary consultation, a new house on this lot is allowable.
but should reflect the easement which was designed to protect the environmental setting of the Brookeville
Woolen Mill site.” The Commission will need to evaluate whether the revised proposal is visually
compatible in terms of size, scale, design, materials, color, and texture; whether it maintains historic
relationships on the site; and whether it has an impact on important landscape features. '

After this evaluation, the Commission may determine that this new house is consistent with the criteria for
approval based on the changes that have been macde. The HPC may find that the house will be sited far
from and behind the historic house, will not have an impact on the character-defining features of the
historic house and setting, and that the overall property will remain heavily wooded which will assist in
decreasing the visibility of the new house. If the Commission supports the new house with relatively minor
changes the applicants can proceed to a HAWP.

If the Commission finds that the proposal is incompatible and will have an adverse impact on the historic
site, the Commission needs to provide clear guidance so the applicants know what changes need-to be
made and how to proceed.

. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the applicants make any revisions based on the HPC’s feedback and then return for
a second Preliminary Consultation, if needed, or a Historic Area Work Permit.



HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Comcs ot comerranan: N1 €M W €A
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Tax AccountNo.: _ R - 01 = 1t oGO\ 0
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Address: o ~

Stroet Cdy Staet
Contractom: ' Phone No.:
Contyactur Registration No.:
Agent for Ownaer: Daytine Phone No.:

LCCATION OF BULDINGPRENTS

House Number. | 90 A mﬁga}\hy\ Z\am ﬂo’

Town/City: -%-Cwm le Nearest Cross Street: —&a;hﬁn_ﬂm_éd_-_gczdédy
4 Block: Subdivision: \ Ruwer £sintbes

Lot:
Liber: SSO S S _ Folio: \ 8 ’-}- Porcat:

[YPE OF PERMIT ACTIONARD U3

YART ONC:

VA, CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: CHECK AL APPLICABLE:
Constoct O Extend (3 AtaRenovate AT OIS (] Room Addition CJ Porch O Deck O Shed
3 Move Ot (3 WreckRun O Solr (1 Frepiaes (3 Woadbuming Stove ' Single Family
[Z} Revision 0O Repsr O Revocadls. 3 Fence/Wall (complets Section 4) O Other:

1B. Constuction cost estimats: $ t_l(ao[ooo
IC. If this is & revision of & previously approved active permit, see Permit #

PART TWYO: COMPIRYE FORNEW CONSTRUCTION ARD EXTERD ADDITOR®
2A.  Type of sewage disposai: 0t O wsse 02 MSepﬁc 03 (Z Other
" 2B. Type of water supply: 01 (7 wssc 0 m 03 [J Other.

EONLYFOR PENCEREYAINTNG WAL

3A. Height foet inches
8. Indicats whether the fence or ing wall is to be d on ane of the following locations:
13 On party line/propesty iine {2 Entirsly on land of owner £] 0n public right of way/easament

| hereby cortify that | have the suthority fo make the foregoing application, that the appication is comect, and that the construction will comply m plans
spproved by all agencias listed and | hereby acknowledye and accept this to be 8 condition for the issuance of this parmit.

A el wapv 3-9-/2

Signahure of cwner or suthorired egent

Approved: For Chairperson, Mistaric Preservation Commission
Disapproved: Signature: Daty:
ApplicstionyPermit No.: Date Filod: Dats Issuad:

Edit 6/21/99 SEE HEVEHSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS
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2. SITEPLAN
Sitnndenvimmnﬂuuhgmmmla.Ywmymowummmﬂmmmm

& the scale, north arrow, and date;

b. dimensions of sl existing snd proposed structures; snd

c. sitefe such ss walkways, driy ,..m.m,mnm.nuhwmpm,mwwmm

.3 senmmmm..wmmmahwuim,wmmnmmmwdmwmmmm.mm
fixed teatures of both the existing {s) and the proposed work, . .

b. Elavations (fscades), with marked dimensions, clearty indicating proposed work in refetion to existing construction and, when spgropriste, context
mmmmwmmmmquhmmumm-wmmdm
facade sftected by the proposed work is required.

4. MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS
Gmrudusatpﬁondmmﬁah“mdxﬁndmmsdbﬂwmﬁmhmmdmmmmhm'mﬁonmubuddonm
dasign drawings.

5. PHQTOGRAPHS

" 8. Clearly Isbeted photographic prints of ezch facade of existing resource, mamummmmm.ummuwmm_
frant of photographs.

b. ChuthelphmgghtthManmumwmmwlcm«&mwdhdﬁmmummhwudm
the front of photographs.
6. IREE SURVEY

# you sre proposing construction sdjscant to or within the dripline of sny tree 6° o targer in diameter (st spproximataty 4 fest sbove the ground), you
mus: file an accurate trea survey identifying the size, location, snd species of each tres of at least that dimension.

For ALL projects, provide an eccurate list of edjacent and confronting property awners (not tenants), including namas, sddresses, and zip codes. This list
shouidhchdemaomrsnhﬂlmorpmd:mchldio’mﬂ\lpuedhmﬂon,nwdummmhmhﬂvluwtlwﬁ\hhlhdimmt
the streevhighway fram the parcel in question. You can obtain this information from the Department of Assessments and Taxation, 51 Monme Street,
Rockvitle, (301/279-1355).

PLEASE PRINT (IN BLUE OR BLACK INK) OR TYPE THIS INFORMATION ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE.
PLEASE STAY WITHIN THE GUIDES OF THE TEMPLATE. AS THIS WILL BE PHOTOCOPLED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LASELS.



HAWP APPLICATION: MAILING ADDRESSES FOR NOTIFING
[Owner, Owner’s Agent, Adjacent and Confronting Property Owners]

Owaner’s mailing address
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Charles and Cho;nls i
\408 Br(@a’cm Dave Rd.
BrookeuiMe (WAD 5482
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May 9, 2012

Histone Preservation Comnussion

C/0 Anne Fothergdl

Pisnner Coordinator M-NCPPC
Montgomery Caunty Plannming Policy Division
Histonc Preservalion Secticn

1400 Spring Strest, Suite S00W

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Re: Proposad Home Located at 1803 Brighton Dam Road, Brookeville, Maryland
2 Preliminary Consultation Schaduled for May 23. 2012

Dear Members of the Historic Preservation Commission,

Thank you for the guidance you offered during our fi rst prabminary consultation on Aprll 11, 2012.
Please know. we have taken your recommendalicns to heart and have thoughtfully considered those of
our naighbors as well We sought additional expert advice snd mat with historie architect, Miche Booz
whom designad the addition for the 1801 historic resource. Aftar carehilly examining our oplions, we can
happlly repori that a numper of changes have besn made {0 our plans.

The previous site phan proposed a first floor fimished elavation of 397 4 feet  The wttent st that
ume was to minimize extre dirl excavauon for the basement 10 achieve a walkout at the back of the
nouss, and to provide a gravily connection from the basement level @ the sephc system  Inordar 1o
address cancerns about buiding height. the building was lowersd by four fest  The first figor finished
elevalion s now 293 4 feet. By lowanng the floor elevalions four feat, the pian no longcr pProposes a
walkout a1 ihe back  Furthermore . the gable was tumed to front and dack lo: wering the ndge hmgh' by
two feet. The overail buiding heighl is now B feex lowar than the onginat plan

The house is riaw 3at lower i the landscape as viewed from the existing shared dnveway Upon
appsaach to the iot, the home site area ss paially obscured by the ridge that runs through the lol in
acdition to lowering of the overall height the house has been rotated s kghtly coumer-clockwise and
moved funthes into the sie and away from the hsloric property  The house was moved o the maximum
exten possivle while keeping winin the onginal limits of dsturbance to svord sdditional Uree and foresi
removal Thare is no visibilty of tha home sis fram the shared drveway due to danse vegstation on the
lot and also due ia 3 sharp riss 1 elevalion along the driveway  The home sife 1s nt visible until one 1s in
front of the subject Io and ngar the top of ine existing ndye

The new plans contain a number of additionat feglures {o break up the overall massing The
most prominent change ig the direction of tha gablz irom side and sida to front ard back, The front porc
cevar now wraps haliway around the night side of the house which faces the historic resource, ﬂ»ddﬂmnai
windows have been added cn both sides and ths matenals are sgit top i bottom by 3 wood beam
stretcning harzonlally down the side and rear atevanons

The previous house Mans proposed Hardis Plank and Hardie Shingle on the front elevahion and
vinyl siging s'ong (he side and rear elevations  In ordar 10 address concems over tha use of man- mads
- matenals. the revised design now incorporaies natural matenals, 10 inchude cedar shingies and board and
battan will be used on the front, side and rear elevations, creatng & consistent four-side gesign in



teking the commissioners’ advice inlo account, elements from the historic resource are now pulled inio

~the design  The garage door now coniains hinges and puils and s designed tc resemble 8 barn door. In
‘the previous plans, stone fronted the garage and continued hail way up the porch columas  The new
pians proposes stone only be used on the columns and. that the columns extend to tha porch roofing to
echo the stone plllars al the front entrance of ithe sharad drive,

Consdering ihal our proposad house is now ovar 450 feet away from the historic home,
obscured by dense forest, and intated behing tne property, we feal that the thanges made to the heigh,
massing. loc3uon a2nd materals of our homa will ensurs it does not negatively impact the basutiful historc
Whoclen Mitl and Howuse.

Sincaraly,

it Worlpr——
Nicole Wesicn
Gien Weslon
2691 Cameron Way
Fredenck, Marylang 21701
581-352-g848
561-239-2133

Nicoie wesiens @amail.com

Glen weston@siemens. com

Altachments:
. Updaied photos ) .
Ravised site plan prepared by Benning and Associates, Ing
‘Revised sigh! line study prepared by Benning and Associates, Inc.
Revised house plans prepared by Ciassic Homas, Inz.
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Ce Christan Newcomer and Pamela Phillips-1901 Brighton Dam Road
Chnstophet Stifel and Patricia Thornton. 1808 Brignton Dam Road
Davd McKee- Banning and Associstes, Inc
Jamia DgFelice- Classic Homes, inc.



April 11, 2012 HPC Meeting Transcript

MS. MILES: Okay, our last matter tonight is a preliminafy consultation for 1903 Brighton
Dam Road in Brookeville, which is related to the Master Plan Sité of the Brookeville Woolen Mill and
House. And, if the appliclants could come forward, and do we have a staff report?

MS. FOTHERGILL: We do. As you said, this is Master Plan Site number 23/69, th'e'
Brookeville Woolen Mill and Miller's House. As you can see in this slide; the master plan site has an
adjacent lot, that's a vacant lot, and the owners donated an easement and so that lot is noW subject to
Chapter 24-A, which is why we are here.

| I also wanted you to see this slide to understand thjs orientation with another master

plan site that is not accessible from the Brookeville Woolen Mill site, but that is the Brookeville Woolen
Mill Workers House, which is another master plan site. This is a very historic part of Brookeville with
two master plan sites right th‘_ere.

The subject property is where that dot is, 1903 Brighton Dam Road. One more thing I'll
_show'you is to access this property there is a shared driveway and so you pass the historic property to
get to this vacant lot. And then also to three other houses that are not historic, but you can see on this
slide. Apd they are not subject to Chapter 24-A, those other three h‘ousesAthat have been built, only this
house is.

Again, this is to orient you. There's the shared driveway coming off of Brighton Dam
'Roac-i, the historic house, the vacant lot and then across the shared driveway is 1909 Brighton Dam Road
.which is, as | mént‘ioned, not a historic house. Here are more aerials so you can get oriented. You can .
see that the vacant lot is heavily wooded. You can also get a sense of the slope. You go uphill from the
shared driveway, and the applicants provided a site line study, and you can also see the grade change
there.

Here is another aerial photo, just so you are well oriented. This is the house the



applicants are proposing to construct on the vacant lot behind the historic house. Itis 40 feet by 54 feet
4 inches and 33 feet 2 inches tall at the roof ridge. It is 3450 square feet, not including the basement.
And the proposed makteria'ls are fiber cement siding and stone veneer on the front as you can see, and
then the sides have vinyl siding.

For the construction of the house and the septic field, which is located to the northeast
of the house, 56 trees will be removed in a less than 28,000 square foot area, or approx‘imately one
tenth of the trees on the five acre property. The applicants were required to submit a tree save plan to
the Planning Department, which shows that 26 significant trees will be retained that are predominantly
Tulip Poplars and 20 inches diameter at breast height or larger. They are not proposing to remove any
other trees on the rest of the property, and they also propose to plant additional trees for screening.

The new house is sited approximately 500 feet from the historic house, and as |
mentioned, the gréde change is épproximately 29 feet higher in elevation. The applicants pr(')vided a
footprint comparison, so you can see the historic house footp.rint, the new house and then the three
other new houses that are not histéric and, again, were not reviewed by the HPC. Comparing the
historic house and the new house to the historic house, they essentially have very similar footprints,
2195 for the historic house and 2187 for the new house.

This is the historic house with an addition that the commission approved a few yéars
ago. This is looking down the hill so you get a sense of the slope, and this is the left side of the historic
house 'which is, as y'ou're going up the shared driveway this is what you pass right by, and here is tﬁat
addition that was constructed. Here is the barn, which you will see in the sight line study and the
footprint comparison and si.te plan that it's between the historic house and the proposed new house.

This is the‘building site. You can see the gravel has been laid. For background, and |
believe the commission is aware of this, the applicants were not aware that they needed a historic area
work péfmit. They did contact the Historic Preservation office and the Town of Brookeville and you

have in your packet some correspondence between those two offices. -
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They applied for a. building permit with DPS and they had star't-ed some site work that
was approved by DPS, Aand DPS did not flag it as historic even though it is in their system as needing a
historic-area work permit, they didn't flag it. The neighbors brought it to DPS's attention when the site
work began, and when it was brought to the applfcants' attention that they did in fact need a historic
area work per-mit, the work stopped. These are the current conditions but show that work had begun
and then was stopped.

You can see the gravel and the fencing. This is some, not all the trees have been
removed, but this is some‘of the trees that have bgen removed. 'T'his is looking towards the historic
property. Thatis zoomed in so the actual distance is that, and then it was zoohed in on the camera.

These are just current conditions of the site. This is the house across the shared driveWay at 1909. This
is looking continuing up the shared driveway to the other two house locations that are further along the
shared driveway.

The commission reviewed a proposal in 2062 for a new house on this property and since
then staff has fielded numerous calls from prospective buyers and realtors, and the general discussions
with staff was that a new house should be small, the number of trees to be removed should be minimal
and that the house should be designed to be in keeping with the spirit of the easement and compatible
with the historic‘house and property.

In terms of its impacts, the proposed new house will be located behind and
approximafely 500 feet fro‘m thg historic house. The overall setting will remaAin very wooded. As |
mentioned, most of the trees wil-l remain. Between the two' houses is a barn that would partially ‘
obscure visibility. The proposed septic field is located on the northeast side of the house which means
more trees will be removed in that area which is between the two houses.

I‘ﬁw going to let the applicants talk more about their footprint comparison and their sight

'Iine‘vstudy:, but those are valuable plans and information that they provided for this discussion. In the

staff report, staff cited the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and also there is a more



detailed discussion about the site.ihcluding its associated features, that it contributes to the overall
character of the historic propérty, and that any changes should retain the historic relationship between
buildings and the landscape anﬁd ifs site‘featuresincluding trees.

-Adjacent new construction should be deéigned-to be compatible with thé historic

character of the site and preserve the historic relationship _betweenihe building or buildings and the

landscape. For new construction on the historic site, introducing new construction onto the building site

which is visually incompatible in terms of §ize, scale, design, materials, cqlor and texture which destroys
“historic relationships on the site or-which damages or destroys importanf landscape feat.ures -- that is to
~ be avoided, recommended against. |
| Staff's cdncern is that this house may be too large for this context and would have an
adversé impact on the historic house and the setting and that it m.ay be visually incompa.tible with the
site in termsiof its size, scale, design and materials. Unfortunately, because of what happened a yéar
ago in terms of communication, this isn't following the normal process but had it followed the normal
process with an early design consultation, staff would have recommended breakmg up the massing to
lower the overall height, shortenmg the side waIIs that face the historic house, possibly detaching the |
garage into a separate building or moving the garage entrance to the rear or left side, using more .
‘compatible building materials and proposing a location and massing that makes that house not vis@ble at
all or the least amount visible from thé historic site.
| As | mentioned before, ideally a new house should reflect the easemeﬁt which was
designed to protect the environmental setting of the Brookeville Woolén'lv-lill site.- Howevér, all that
said, using the required review criteria, a new hoﬁse on this lot is definitely approvable and the(
commission will need to evaluate the hisforic site and this lot to determine the ﬁistoric charact.ér of the
s.etting and whether this proposal will impact the historic building and landscape featufe's and
relationships that characterize the site. The commission will need to determine whether the house that

* is proposed is visually incompatible in terms of size, scale, design, materials, color and texture, and if it



~ destroys historic relationships on the site or important landscapé features.
It is to be noted that it is 500 feet away and a heavily wopded lot. Itis possible that the -
- commission will find that the character-defining features of the historic site are not altered with this
new house, but staff does have concerns aBout the hous‘e as proposed and so, you know, the
commission needs to determine what is bejng proposed and whether it is compatible.

MS. MILES: Thank you, Anne, and toAcIa_rify that we are evaluating this as a new
construction in a master plan site.

MS. FOTHERGILL: That's correct.

MS. MILES: Does anyone have any duestions for staff?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Yes. Is there any difference between that picture that is on the
screen and_ tﬁe drawings that have been submitted, mostly Circle 15?

~ MS. FOTHERGILL: W.ell, if you look, it is, the house is in Circle 14 but | believe if you look

on Circle 18, the applicants and the build.er did agrée to some changes, so maybe you're referring to
those?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: | referring to whét | s’ee‘in Circle 15 compared to this picture. It's not
the same.‘ |

- MS. FOTHER_GILL: Wéll, ] think, for example, the double window in lieu of the French

door, delete rail,ﬂl think possibly the differences you are seeing are in these changed items. But the
applicant éan speak more to that: I mean, this is the house they're proposing, so, | don't know.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: So, yeah but -- thisis a picfure of the house they are proposihg, but
that doesn't match the drawings thét are on the house.

~ MS. FOTHERGILL: .I would look at the drawings and | will remove this picture from the
slides. |
- MR RODRIGUEZ: Okay, that was confusing.

MS. FOTHERGILL: Circle 15 and 16 and 17 are their proposed plans.
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MR. TRESEDER: What Jorge is saying, and | concur, is that Circie 14 s'hould not be part of
the record since it has no relation fo what's béing proposed.'

MS. FOfHERGILL: I think it does have a relation. They are building the Lilly stone house
with some alterétions, but | would defer to the applicants. It was submitted as part of the proposal.

MS. MILES: Any o’ther-questi~ons for étaff? |

MR. CORATOLA: Yeah, | actually do. 'Anne, the location of the septic field, they went

through DPS so obviously they gone through well and septic. | assume, and maybe this is a question for

the applicant, that the well and septic people sort of dictated the placement of the tank in the field and

then the e_xpansion or were there choices?
MS. MILES: Clarify that there has not been any septic field laid yet. .
MS. FOTHERGILL: That's my understanding, that's right.
) | MS: MILES: Thank you. Any other questidns for staff?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: And the, just for the record, the easement’is recorded witﬁ the deed
of the property?

MS..FOTHERGILL: Yes.

. MR. RODRIGUEZ: So they need to come to the Historic Preservation Commission for
approval, is iAn the deed of the property? |
| MS. f;OTHERGILL: Yes.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Okay, thank you.

MS. MILES: If there are no other questions for staff, you will Have seven minutes
altogether. Anybody Who s.peaks please identify yourself and if you could pleas‘e address the issues that
staff has asked we consider most closely, wheth‘er the proposed new housé is appropAriate in location,
sizé, design and mate'rials{ and the issues of tree removal. Thank you'.

- MR. BARR: Thank you, we'll address all those issues. GOod evening everyone, it's great‘

to be with you again, I'm Stuart Barr with the law firm Lerch, Early & Brewer. We were asked recently to
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assist Glen and Nicole Weston with the historjc area work permit process for their probosed new‘home.
Anne Fothergill has spent a lot of time with us recently. We're very appreciative of that. Let me
introduce everyone quickly. Glen and Nicole are to my right, they're the property owners obviously.
Dave McKee from Benning & Associafes is our planner, he'll speak the majori.ty of the time tonight. We
also have Jamié DeFelice with Classic Homes, the homebuilder, in the audience just in case there are any
questions. All of us would bé happy to answer questions and we will address the questions of the staff
from a miﬁute ago.

A few quick comments before turning it over to Glen. Anne touched on it but, there is
- some context and background as to how we got to this point with some of the activity already on the
site. We don't want to spend our limited amount of time focusing on that. There was some
miscommunication. We explained that in some of the correspondence before tonight. But suffice it to
say there was no intent obviously to ayoid any requirements, and we don't want the background to
prejudice the review of this application obvious'ly.

We would encourage the commission to look at the site. It's a lovely setting, the 1901
historic property is worth seeing, even if thefe's not a p.r'oposed home ;'adjacent toit. If you're up in that
area, we would really encourage you to look at the property. And fortunate,ly, as we hope to
demonstrate tonight, the proposed home at 1903 will not detract at all from the 1901 historic site in .
terms of height, size, location and all the other criteria, the proposed home at 1903 will be compatible
with the historic site. There won't be any adverse impact, and there will be visual compatibility. I'll let
bave addrgss those issues, but first Glen has a few remarks. Thank you.

MR. WESTON:. Good evening, Glen Weston. Good evening members of the Historic '
Preservation Commission. We thank you for your time ahd your thoughtful guidance. First and |
foremost we'd like to reiterate that our intentions Have been to follow the appropriate process and
preserve the beautiful setting of the historic Woolen Mill House along with the surrounding forest.  We

appreciate and respect the historic resource's place in history and the comments of our neighbors. This
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is why immediately upon learning of the necessity of thé HAWP, we stopped all site work, filed the
application for review, reached out tvour neighborg in order to order the sightline study and to address
our neighbor's concerns.

We want to comply with the proces; and avoid any further confusion. We sought
counsel to help us better na;vigate the process. We purchased the property approximafely fouranda

_half years ago with the intention to raise our two daughters there and live there for many, many years

‘to come. When choosing our house we had several spaci)e' considerations»that we héve to take into

© account, including the terminal iliness of my father. We selected a house of approximately 3400 square
foot in order tp accommodate these needs and to.match the house up in the neighborhood.

Please note that the size of oﬁr proposed house is roughly 2000 square foot smaller
than both the sfaff ahd our neighbors originally upderstood our plans to be; It's compatible in size to -
the neighboring homes incluaing the historic resource at 1901. We selected é Craftsman style design we
felt fit the natural surroundings and we limited the tree removal to preserve over 90 pércent of the
forest in the five acreage lot that we own.

With so few trees removed, our home will be barely visible, if at all, from the historic
resource and obscured further by the barn located on t'he'historic property. Our intentions have always.
been to add additional landsca‘ping to further biend our home into the setting and cohstructioﬁ, once
the construction was complete. At this time I'm going to turn it over to Dave McKee who can talk in
further detail about the planning of our home. Thank you.

MR. MCKEE: Thank you. Dave McKee, land planner for this projec't. Befdre yo.u is the
site plan we prepared after considering several factors, topography, trée removal, access to the shared
driveway, location of well sites and location of the apbroved septic area. The septic area is large. It is as
planned and approvved back in 1980 when the property Was originally subdivided as part of this area. it

"is large also because we're in the Patuxent Wafershed and there is a requirement to have additional

extra septic in that watershed.



We're using only a small part of that septic though, a very limited part, the first couple
lines at the very top there. So all of the rest of that will remain uncleared and as it is today. Tree site
plan shows the area of cleari‘ng. That includes the house, utilities, well, driveway, septic, éll of that
within the 20,000 square foot ar'e.a. Again, the small amount of septic. There'll be no clearing of
additional septic, in particular, the area between the two houses.'

We did prepare a sight line study that shows fhe view from the historic property to the
proposed house and we have a distance _there of about 495 feet with an elevation change of about 25
feet. That computes to about a five percent grade, which is a very moderéte grade. It'snota sevére
slope, not a strong rise at all. We took some photos when we were out there doing the siglhtline
evéluation. They're depicted on the map here and | have some of those I'll show you. The main thing to
discuss here is that there is no visibility of the proposed home site from the driveway as you approach |
th_é historic property. There's dense trees in this corner of the property, there is large pine trees. There
are groves of trees on the historic property that block that view. 'There's really no'view‘until you get
midway down the driveway on the historic 'propAerty where you can start to see into the woods of the
_ subject property. |

There's a view, photo No. 1, looking back to the house at 1909, which is visible under
the pine trees but screened somewhat by the trees. There's the view'l was talking abéut there across'
the grass into the woods. The subject home.site would be 100 yards further into the woods from what
you see there is the edge of trees. Some m'c')re views here around the barn‘and home site afea, again,
looking towards the home site. The most prominent feature is going to be the barn and éome of these
larger trees. We did raise a balloon when we were out there and took the photos, it was very difficult to
see, but with the naked eye we éould seeitin cert.;;\in positions.

The balloon would be about midway which represents the peak of the roof midway up
the side of the bérn as viewed from the home site. And that'sv seen here as well from the red line,

demonstrating eye level view from the two houses.



MR. BARR: Just say very quickly about the potential additional landscaping.

MR. MCKEE: | certainly could talk about that more, but | would propose some native
landscaping within thé tree save area at a higher elevation near the proposed home site, you know, 25,
30 foot mature trees, natives obviously, that would blend in well wjth the na‘tural Iandscépe.

MR. BARR: It looks like we're out 6f time, but we'd be happy to answer to an§Wer any
questions at all.

| MS. MILES: Thank you. Doeé anyone have any questions for the applicant?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: In this graphic that you have on the screen, the ling, sight line is to the
eave not to the ridge.

MR. MCKEE: That's correct.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: And that is the five percent?

MR. MCKEE: ‘F'ive percent is on ground, it's the groun.d level.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: It is the slope, the gl_'avel? What is the angle, t.he visual angle from the
- horizontal? Usually when you do view checks of your perspectives, there is a standard that is about 30
degrees is what you will see above your head. How huch of that -- can you ’add some data?'

MR. MCKEE: | guess what | would say is you may see a wide angle there, but it's going to
be trees. The house is not going to be visible above the trees, it's within the trees and much lower. Like
| said, lower than the barn, lower than the trees. |

MR. RODRIGEUZ: So when you say half way higher the barn, is the eave --

NIR‘. MCKEE: No, that's the roof peak. |

MR.lRODRlc,iUEZ: The roof peak?

MR. MCKEE: The visual balloon of the peék which was raised to the level of the peak.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Okay, thank you.

MS. HEILER: You had commented on the view, _the expected view of the h_ouse from the

drive that approaches the historic house. | went out a couple of weeks ago when we got the original
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application and visited the site, a'nd I did not measure the point ét which the lot became visible but,
driving up that. it was certainly, there's no house there, but it was certainly visible to me. | could see
where the trees had been cut and where the drive was. Do you have any idea how many feet from the
house it becomes visible? You know, admittedly the tfeés were not fully leafed out when | was there
but, it was definitely part way up, and | couldn't estimate.

MR. MCKEE: Are you asking where it was visible from this dfiveway? The driveway to
19017

MS. HEILER: Yes.

MR. MCKEE: What | recallis | could not see it until we got beyond the pine trees, which
waé near the front of the driveway. This line here on thé plan is the large pine trees that pfoject into fhe
property, the historic property. A.nd we'd have to get by those before we had a good view into the
Woods. Now the home site, you know, obviously is much further back into the property. There may be
visibility of the driveway area, because the road does bend back that way but, like | said, in this area the
property was very dense as far ag tree growth, under-restored, etcetera, and then the pineg and thén -
additional trees in here that don't show on this map, but there were a number of trees, tree groves on
the historic property as well. Does that answer your question, | want to understand.

MS. HEILER: | think you need to be very cafefu! in what you say about the visibility from
the drive because it was certainly, it was visible from the approach to the historic house.

MR. BARR: What was visible? I'm just trying to understand.

MS. HEILER: The cut trees. The evidence of what | could see of the lot, you know, the
cut treés and --

MS. MILES: The proposed building site, you mean, Commissioner Heiler?

MS. HEILER: Yes. |

-MS. MILES: Thank you.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Can you address the difference between the drawings and the -
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picture? s that something that you want to discuss or you want to add?

MS. WESTON: Yes, hi. This is Nicole Weston. The difference, | forwarded the picturé
that you saw originally that had the color on it, as a better visuél of what the front would look like
primariiy. We did work with Classic Homes and redesign the sides, so'the sides won't look like that and
the roof line will be different. So, a more accurate depiction Would be the black and white drawingé as
" opposed to the photograph. That was from their website. Circle 15. |

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Thank you.

MR. SWIFT: Are there othler siting options fo.r the house, and | guess I'm looking at this
sight Iine’ section and ! realized you've located at a high point. Is there a pbssibility of moving it down
the ridge a bit that mbves it further away and lower down? .I‘m just curious vyhat else has‘been studied,

“why that site was selected, where you are in tHe -- we can't consider where yoAu are in the process, we
look atitasa ﬁew épplica,tion but, I'm.just curious what rﬁight be available as far as options there.

MR. MCKEE: Well, the ‘septic area is a fixed Iocatioh, so we certainly wanted to be
within a rea;onable proximity of the septic area, the innate gravity connection is the best for
mainténance and, you know, concern about that. Moving it down this way, there's a good bit of
drainage that comes through this area. It eventually doesn't come drainage way. There's a storm drain
easemenf doWn there which was created a long time ago just for that reason. So, | feel like it's in tHe
bgst location. It's not quite on fhe very, very tippity-top of the ridge. it's set off a little bit to the west
side there, but again, -- |

MR. SWIFT: Morg or Ies§ in the center of the property?

MR. MCKEE: In the center of the properiy, which is similar, | realize the other three‘
properfies are not, | guess, are not reviewed as though, as this one is but they were all sited similarly
along the ridge tqps or higher ground, the c»:‘enter of the property.

MR. SWIFT: .I agree it may be an optimal location given your constraints when you did

~ the design initially. Now knowing that there are other constraints, is there an option to do some
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adjustment that might help yo'u with some of the concerns tﬁat have been brought up? Maybe you
haven't looked at that part yet.
- MR. BARR: Not without hardship.

MR. MCKEE: There would be hardship, severe hardship. We have all the approvals in
place. It would mean more tree clearing than we already have done because we'd be moving it into an
. area t.h.at's already forested and protected. . |

MR. SWIFT: So areas have beven cleared where the house is sited now? '

MR. MCKEE: Yes.

MS. MILES: When you use the word h.ardship, that is a term of art in the law. | assume
that you're not claiming hardship based on the term of art in the law.

M‘R.‘BARB: Well, I'm not using it as it is used in 24-A, I'm using it more generally
speaking though. |

MS. MILES: Okay, | wantgd to make that clear. Thank you. Any o'thAer quegtions?

MR. TRESEDER: Yes. | would like to get so.me data here. Your prob;)sal shows a 3450
square foot house, does that include the garage? |

MR. MCKEE: Yes.

MRl, TRESEDER: It does?

MR. MCKEE: Yes.

MR. TRESEDER: Okay. It's hard for me to read the dimensions but -- also the height, 33
feet 2 inches measured frorﬁ the ridge to where? Average grade at the four corners of the house? High
grade?

MR. MCKEE: To the beak, in this case.

MR. TRESEDER: Starting from where?

MR. MCKEE: To the average grade along the front of t'he house.

"MR. TRESEDER: Average grade along the front.
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MR. MCKEE: Yes.

MR. TRESEDER: Okay, now isn't the height usually measured from average of all féur
corners? | |

MR. MCKEE: No, notit's not. Not for zoning purposes.

MR. TRESEDER: ‘Not for zoning purposes?

MR. MCKEE: Right. And the height allowed here is, of course, 50 feet by zoning.

MR. TRESEDER: Okay. Now, is there a reason, you placed the house 11 feet, the first
floor is 11 feet above the low corner aﬁd three feet above the high corner. Is there some reason why
you placed t.he first floor at that elevation?

MR. MCKEE: Working with thg grades. There is some slope there and we achieved a
walkout at the back corner, so | expect that was the main reason for that.

MR. TRESEDER:’ Okay, so the reasoning for the setting of the first floor elevation was to
_achieve a walkout basement? | |

~ MR. MCKEE: Partly, yés.
MS. MILES: Any other questions for the applicant?
MR. RODRIGUEZ: Clariffcation. A.Il of the trees in the area have been cleared?
MR. MCKEE: I don't think all of them, most of them. |
MS. WESTON: Yes, most of the ones that we have proposed to remove Have been
cleared. There's a few, just a few in the septic area fhat neéd to be removed but, at this point tﬁey have
all, juﬁt about, I think there's, | haven't counted the ones that are out there. It's hard to get to.them bufc,
most of them have. So in those pictures that you see, that's with tﬁe trees gone.
MR. VAN BALGOOY: Thank you, Madame Chair. Mr. McKee, the plap you show, the
~topo map you show right now on the screen is not one that's in our exhibits, so | just need some help
: interprgting it.

MR. MCKEE: That's a topographic survey done by a surveyor. The other maps, and you



may have seen the 5 foot contour interval. But this is the site plan that we submitted to the Department
of Permi.tting Services. |

MR. VAN BALGOOY: dkay. Caﬁ you‘tell me, there are three elliptical, eilibses, can_You |
tell me what those are? |

MR. MCKEE: 1;hose are, you're referrihg tb these, those are well sites. There is one well,
this is existing well that's been drilled. The circles are the area that there can be no sebtic within that
location, 100 feet frqm the \;vell.

MR. VAN BALGOOY: Sp you've located wells already and foot property as well, okay,
perfect. And these are just other.potential sites? | | |

MR. MCKEE: Two are poteptial sites, yes. One is existing.

MS. MILES: If there are no other questiqns for the applicant, we have a witness, Chris
Newcomer. If you could blease come .forward,Athe owner of 1901 Brighton Dam, which is the Woolen
Mill. ?Iease state your name for the record.

MR. NEWCOMER: Good evéning, I'm Chris Newcomer and my wife Pamela Phillips and |
are the owners and current stewards of the Brookéville Woolen Mill located at 1901 Brighton Dam
Road. I'd like to credit Ms. Fothergill for really detailing many of the concerns and reflections we have
on the current proposal to build on thé lot behind our house. 1 think everyone appreciates that the
hollow that the house is built in is a very unique hollow, very ecologically unique, and a very wonderful
area. In fact, it will be a delightful area to raise children.

| And in the course of 6wning our house, as you've learned, we've th an addition on our
house and, to use the generif_: term hardship, | would say that getting anythiﬁg through the Historic
Preservation Commission is indeed a har_dshi'p'.v But | feel‘that as that project came through the pipeline-
we benefitgd from your tenacity and your sagacity in terrhs of the oversigh.t that you exercised in that
process. So | deeply appreciate that and | we think we have a wonderful house.

The neighborhood is very compatible at present, we believe, with our house. The issues
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that have been raised about the massing of the property that is proposed I think are very germane The
current houses in our neighborhood, if they are two stories, certamly don't have a 33 foot ridge pole,
which is really qmte a behemoth. My wife and I built a house in Maine years ago that's a two story
timber frame, it only has a 27 foot ridge pole and it is a huge house. So, | continu.e th have concerns
despite the apparent data to suggest that the house Would not be visible. I.have real concerns that in v
fact it will be visible especially when the whole mass of the house is there and not simply a floating
balloon. So I would be a skeptic on that point.

The other houses in the neighborhood are diminutive cotnpared to what is being

proposed. There are some two story houses: They extensively use dormers o'n the second stoﬁ so that

-the full attic and the robf above, incorporating that attic, does not come into play in the total size of the
house. So I think they've appreciated the subtlety of the area and they've tried to design. very well ihto
the subtlety of the area.

Staff here has asked questions about the siting of the house. It is maybe unfortunate
there wasn't a Apreliminary negotiation or discussion with you because that discussit)n mtght havg led to
the siting of the house to the north and to the west as was mentioned here where you can take a little
more advanta'ge of the grade of the lot and go down a couple of isolines, drop the house deeper into the
soil like a bank barn, exploit things like a split Ie\;el approéch ot some other approach in ordter to reduce
the visibility and the massing of the house. And lthink that's something that certainly we would
appreciate if additional consideration was given to. |

I think the last issue’'l would mention, although it hash't been discussed at this levél of
detail but, the house that was proposed showed a lot of unnatural materlals on it -- you know, synthetlc
materials. And others in the neighborhood are bunlt with stone, wood and materials which are indeed
natural materials. And from the standpoint of that, what we see being compatible with the nature of
that, our néighborhood, I think that would be a great benefit to the value of our homes and to the

character of that area.




MS. MILES: Thank you, Mr. Newcomér. Does anyone have any qu_éstions for the
witnes.s? Thank you. All right, we're going to begin deliberatiohs. You can return to your‘séat or stay,
Whichever you prefer. ‘ And we will, this time, resume with Commissioner Heiler of Brookeville.n

MS. HEILER: Thankyou. We have listed here two items to- consider. The pfoposed new
' house, its location, size, design and materials, and then the proposed tree removal. | guess | havé some
issues with all four of the first things. The |o€ation, and | Eealiz_e that this is difficult because some'pl'ans
have already been made but, | think the Iocétion is such that it makes it most visible from the approach
to the historic house. As | mentioned, driving up the driveway | could see the building site.

If it were possible to move the house déwnhill or, you know, farther from the historic
house, or some place where it wasn't at, you know, almost the peak of that hill. It would be far less
visible. And | think visibility is a rea‘I problem for thg historic site. This historic site, you know, has
several buildings on it, farm buildings, mill buildings and most things that you would build there would
be at least part|y incompatible.

The size of the héuse, | think is less of a problem than its height. The height contributes
. tovisibility and visi'l‘:)ility, f think, is the enemy of preserving thaf pristine site. The design, | think is a
| problem in .that it is incompatible with the‘historic-buildings that'are there. And it also doesn't lend
itself to blending with the Iandscape. | think if you choose to use a sort of traditional style; then you

probably need to take your cue from the existing buildings there, the mill buildings and farm buildings.

" At least the materials; some of the style elements you could take from that. If you choose to use a more

cc.)ntemporary style, then you rhight be able to make it blend in with the landscape better. You might be
able to use glass or rustic wood.

| think you need somehow to become more éompatible with the 'ekisting site. And the
more visible it is the more important it is to develop some kind éf compatibility or to blend in. And -the
materials, other people have mentioned them. | think an important way 6f blending with that landscape

would be to use natural materials. So the mill is stone, the mill house is stone, it has some wood.



There's a wood barn. You ddn't have to build a log cabin, but something that, even if it’§ a modern stylé
of glas§ and steel, it needs to simply blend and be less visible on the site and I think what you have
proposed really is incompat‘ible with doing that.

Removal of the trees, | think you can't build a house there Qithout removing trees, and
you seem to have focused on removing the minimum, and | think that's good. There's no way, because
it-is so heavily wooded, that you could build without removing at' least the trees in the immediate
vicinity. | would rather see the trees that have been cut replaced and everything moved to a more
compatible location where obviously you would have to cut trees.

MS. MILES: If | could interrupt for just a moment before you begin Commissioner Swift.
] just want to make it clear that we do consider this asa proposal that h‘as not begun construction, and
that that is thé appropriate methodology under the law for us to review by, so | just want to make that

"clear for you. Commissioner Swift.

MR; SWIFT: Thank you. | think the primary things that | focus on here, | do believe thatA
the size of the house as far as square footage is r_easonable.~ | again foéus on the height, the roof line
and just looking at the elevations, | doﬁ't see a need for that roof ridge to extend so high. | don't know
that it adds a whole lot td the house architecturally, interior or exterior. Andf I think it takes away from
the viewsheds. So my main concern is that rﬁass_ing and height issue, less so the design. Ithink that the
larger spacé is here and the trees will mask a lot of the material choices that we might typicglly focus on
closer in, you know, in a Chevy Chase type area. :

And | would like to see the siting explored further.- I'd Iikg to see where, I'd like to see
the optimum site chosen given the constraints of the historic areé work permit process, and !'d like to
see what space would be left open Sy that choice, given that trees are rémO\;ed and they can't go back
in as large as they were. Because | think the siting with the elevation and the ability to perHaps sink the
house into the ground a bit and stgll' have a walkout maybe with an areaway, and lowering the roof line.

I think those three in some combination would get this into a reasonable range for approval. To me the



exact material and design choices are of less i.mporté_ncé in this site.

MR. VAN BALGOOY: Welcome to Montgomery County and l know you're well aware,
well.on your way to, you know, planning this project and but please understand, | have to review it as
if it came to me, brand new. And so my comments will come from that direction. And | was partiéularly
looking at, so that.yoq know where I'm coming from in the Montgofnery County Code Chapter 24-A-8
which is, if what you’ré proposing is compatible in character and nature with the architectural and 4
cultural features of the historic site. So that's sort of what I'm looking at specifically. And what strikes
me in going up at this location, it's a wonderful place, my gosh, who knéw this was down that road. |
didn't know what | was going to encounter down that road, Sut it's a magical place, so you picked a
wonderful place to put a house. |

What | wo-uld suggest is, you've heard from several people had concern about the size of
this house. Take your cue from the buildings that are around you, the his;coric building particularly, butl
also take a look at the house at 1909. And what they've done is, the house is, it's staggered or stepped.
It's progréssive in its sithouette. So, | mean, if you were to CLJ'( the building out, the outliné, the
silhouette is staégered, ‘bAut also the plan is staggered. If you compare it to the house that you're '
proposing, it's a bléck. It's square. And, I think if you Would stagger it and step it, you would -- my
concern is not so much to make this house invisiblevand screen_it with trees and paint it, | dbn't know,
whatever tree colo;' or bark, you know, so it disappears.

If it's visible, | waAnt it to feel li.ke people look through the trees and go, oh, that feels like
it belongs to this place, it doesn't feel different or separate. | It can be modern. You can seé the addition
on the existing mill building. It's a different style, but it fits in feeling and in materials. You'll need to
come up, with your architect or your designer, with the appropriate'solution.} I'm not going to tell you
which way to go, that's not our proposal. It's your house. But, I'm going to suggest looking at staggering
and stepping and making it have a Iéss of a heavy hand on the property and on fhe land. You've heard

all those suggestions for dropping the height or slipping it deeber into the brow of the hill. Those are all



good suggestions as well but, it's up to you to figure out how to do that, so.

i'd glso take a Iool‘<vat rﬁaking sure that the house is finished on all four sides so that,
you're not only looking from the street view but also from the adjacent history properfy, what's thaf
going to look like. So it looks finished. And that’s, | think maybe, some of the questions we had about
looking at the photograph and you saw the sides had, windows are trimmed out and all that stuff, and
then you look at the plans and it j'ust looks like a flat slab yvith windows cut out of it. So, | would waqt to
see it look good from ali, at least the two sides you're going fo see from the historic property and'to the
street, if not all four sides. So, those are my suggestions and sort of direction for you to go on.

MS. WHITNEY: I'm sorry D#S didn't catch this. It would have saved you a little bit of
heartache. Beyond that, | don't have any problém with the site. Historically, houses on a lot ére
perched at the very top and you didn't even do that, and they do that for drainége '.and whatever. |
don't have any problems with thé site. | don't have any problem with the sizé of the house that you are -
proposing. Thank you for preserVing 90‘percent’of the trees of the inhabitants who have been there for
a long time.

{ would like to see your matefials, I'd like to see a little more thought in the material for
the house. ‘If yo4u look at the houses in the area, perhaps you want to usé stone columns, stone veneer,
just -- it souﬁds so vinyl. Thisis a house.that you, as; you had said, you want to live in for a very Ivong
time. 1 would like you to pull matérials from the earth a little bit more than the concept of veneers.

Your 33 foot roof line, trees aré taller t'han 33 feet. | think your house is goi'ng to be very
well screened by what;s allready growing there. And a good idea to replant the trees, I'm happy to see
that that was already suggested out there. And | Iook forward to whatever yoU're going to bring back to
. Us. Good luck. |

MR. KIRW'AN': 1 do appreciate the difficult position you guys find yourselves in with this o
procés_s, and | do believe the sincerity you've expressed albout'wanting to do this right now and to work

with the standards we have in Montgomery County, and with this commission, particularly in the



context of preliminary cons'LJItafion. You know, we highly advise those when cases are this challenging.
So | really appreciate that. |

In reviewing this preliminéry application, you know, | first looked at the materials that
you presehted for the house. | went out to the site today. | st_ood Where the house is going to be sited
and | can see the historic resource, you know, through the tress. So I, you know, strongly believe you
can see this site and the house ultimately from the h-istoric resource, in reflection. And | see a house
that you proposed is, you _knoW, stylistically it's responding to ;ort of an over-scaled craftsmaﬁ, kind of,
detailing, and unfortunétely as it turns the corner to that side elevation and faces the historic resource,
it loses all that charécter, or any character really at all, and it presents a very blank wall with sort of
randomly placed windows in the massing.

And | find those qualities of that proposed house fo not follow the guidelines that we
review, particularly 24-A-8(b)(2), 24-A-8(d) and Standard No. 9 that we follow. | see a problem with
corﬁpatibility of what's proposed, a problem of scale, a problerh of the context and impairment of the
character of the historic resource with what's being propbsed. And |'think you've heard a‘ lot of really
terrific suggestions already. 1 won't go into repeating all of those. | think, you know; Commissioner.
Swift's initial questions about siting are very good. | know there's diffichlty now with the fact t.hat
you've placed this house and ydu've located the septic fields and located wells but, you know,

‘ultim‘ately, what we're reyiewing tdnight is a blank slate, really, and how would you begin this process.
And | thiﬁk siting the house lower down the slope, away from the historic resoufte, would have been
the platse to start with this. Having said that, | think we can probably find a solution with thg existing
footprint, at least from my perspective: I think the existing house location can be worked with, but it
has to be an appropriate response to the resource.

| And, | think we've heard a couple of suggestions already that you should really draw
upon the rural farmhouse character of the historic resource and of that area, in responding to a design.

If you're going to go in that sort of traditional image, not sort of a craftsmany kind of image which really



has nothing to do with that resource.

Alternativgly, you could go for a very contemporary modern approach which could be
lower roof lines and lots of glass, metal, steel, wood, Whatever materials would be appropriate. But.
Fhere are many examples of wonderful modern and contemporary houses that are sited very
indiscriminatefy in their settings and really impact things very minimatly.

'So I think it's really two very cIearldirectionSIthat you can go with this. The one you're
proposing | don't think is the right directioh. And, you know, again, | think you've Heard some grea.t
suggestions already. | won't belabor this any longer, but | think you really need ‘to go back to the -
drawing board with the house and start frésh.

MR. CORATOLA: | agree with Commission Kirwan's comments about the design. | don't
have an issue with the square footage. And I'll just keep it simple. If you go with a more traditional style
' house, the material changes should break on a horizontal pattern versus a side scenario, so | wouldn'tv
recommend having a stone front and then siding on three other sides. Have a stone base.that wraps
around all three sides and then an intermediate that's a sided horizontal and a verticaf material, but
make sure that the materials wrap the building and break logically and not -- this is almost sort of a
preplanned development kind of house and because you are working with the h'istoric resoufce down
the hill, you want to relate more to that. So the only thing i'll add to Commissioner Kirwah's comments
is that the horizontal break in the materials if you go a more traditional route. |

MR. RODRIGUEZ: | agree it's a difficult case. However, you are in é specific .place,
Brookeville, next to a historic house. How manyAh.istoric properties are there? Not that rﬁany. The
guestion 1 have is, why} would you Want to put a house that can be anywhere else, there? This house
can be in Florida, can be in Texas, and is the same house. | don't think that's the appropriate response,
and 1 don't think that is compatible with the guidelings of 24-A or the Secretary of thAe Interior Standard
No. 9. Ijust don't think fhat it can match that.

My recommendation is explore to your advantage the fact that you are next to a historic



house in a beautiful little fown, Brookeviile, with all the patterns of agricultural buildings, building that
are smaller in plan, broken down, separated. ‘So look at the pattern of those buildings and how they
place‘ in thé land, and that's where this project should go. My recommendation is hire an arch‘it‘ect,
work with somebody who can design for you what you want, but this, what you're proposing here,. I
cannot recommend for approval.

MR. TRESEDER: First, I'd like to agree with Commissioner Kirwan that this site could
work for this size house. | don't think it's inherently an quorkable site. Some of examples of things
that, even with this design, could be done to make it work Would be to face the, not'have the massive
gable-end face the historic resource, but have the horizontal eave face it, much like in your sight line
section'. You show a view looking towara the gutter, a horizontal gutter and just as in that drawing, the
roof and the gable-end have much less impact on the historic resource when viewed from that direction
aind just changing the'd.irection o_f the ridge line without changing anything else alone would make a big
difference.

Thét, and making sure that the material on that facade a‘t least be of a natural material
that is dull and not shiny and won't reflect the sun but blend in with the woods. Just those things alone
could make this thing work a lot better.” You know, the plan will be ub to you, but the immediate thing
that comes to my mind is a way of making the same size house seem less huge. You know, why insert
the bulk of a garage with the house? Why not have it separate from the house? You have lots of land,
you're not in tight qugrtel_'s. You don't need to squeeze 'the- garage into the house like they do in.
Kentlands where they only have 45 feet of frontage. You've gof room to have the garage separate,
which in turn could allow you to have just as big a house but yet less bLlIky. So I think there's lots of
opport'unities for ac-hieving your goals here on this site and in this Iocation;

The last concern | have, just in terms of another reasoﬁ why it's impohant that the side’
". that faces the historic fesource i§ being paid attention to is that When the septic field goes in, currently

" those trees are not cut down. | wonder when those trees are cut down, what is going to be the visibility.

50



So, I'can irr.agfne that a revised version of this being approvable, but not this particular one.

MS. MILES: I'd like to begin by saying that | too am very sorry fhat you're in this posture -
and find yourself here in éssentially an alrﬁost posthumous preliminary, and I'm sorry that yqu'ré going .
to have to go back to the beginning when you feel that you're already under way. But you are at a very
special location on.a master plan site with a truly amazing historic resource, and | would have to, as
everyone else has, I'd say you go‘t a pretty unanimous view that you'ré - | wéuld endorse Commissioner
Heiler's comments. |

Most particularly, | thir.\k that the .siting needs to be revisited and, again, the' house is not
too large, it's too tall. You can have quite a large house on a five acre lot that is not an imposition on the
master plan resource. Both in massing, materials, you know, | would agree this should be natural
materials. I should be relating to the houses and thé farm buildings that are on site and not something
that is not relating or you could go very, ye& modern. 1think that would be an alternative as well.

But, | think you've got a pretty clear view of what the commission thinks. Do you have
any questions for us? | gather not. Thank you. | know that stéff will be very happy to work with you
and assist ycu in moving forward with your project, and looking forward to seeing you again.

~ MR. BARR: Thank you.



GENERAL NOTES:; . Shaet 1 of 1
HAWLINGS RIVER STREAM 1.Ptat number - 12811 (recorded 1/28/1980,
VALLEY PARK 2.Area of propenty - 5.0 Acres (217,800 sf)
—_— . 3.2Zoning: RC
4.Property served by onsite well and septic,

ZONING NOTES:
1.Sethacks-
Front- 50°
Side - 40' {ono side 20)
Rear - 35
2.Minimum Lot Frontage-
300" at street
150" at front building line
3.Maximum Building Height - 50°
4. Propased Bullding Helghi- 33 » @ Poak
4.Maximum Lot Coverage- 25%
C. Newcomer EL AL 5 pronoc0q Lot Coverage- 2,014 81 (<1%)
1901 Brighton Septic System Notas
Dam Road 1. Number of Proposed Bedrooms-6
2. Depth of Stone - 4*
3. Average Test Rate: 13minutes
4. Length of inltial System - 217"
5. Percolation Depihs-2.5' & 14,5
5. Length of Entira System Shown -868'(17,000 sf)
6. Size of Septic Tank - 2,000 gal. Double Compartment Tank
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Clithersherg. D 20577

Benning & Associates, Inc,
Land Pancing Consutams

1805 Brighton
Dam Road

DETVAIL VIEW:
HOUSE DIMENSIONS
1"= 20"

e
S 257.08)

LEGEND:

1 C. Stifel
1909 Brighton Dam Road
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,  EX N
; Septic

SOURCE OF TWO-FOOT CONTOUR
INTERVAL TOPOGRAPHY:

THOMAS A, MADDOX, PLS

8933 SHADY GROVE COURT
GAITHERSBURG, MD 20877
301-984-5804

SITE PLAN
1903 BRIGHTON DAM ROAD
(HAWLINGS RIVER ESTATES: LOT 4)
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION; OWNER:

e b oaTom:

et s g e o et . Glen & Nicole Weston
2691 Cameron Way

o Frodarick MD, 21701

N5 AL 0 2000 561-352.9846




w 4 ™\
w8
w s
S0,:.8
Zz {28353
[OF-3 w-£}
L Z3igdt
U g fssd
R
“3E8n2
o “zxd?
J—
prtes ;s
2 -
FYPONBRACKET .
BKTIEX I8
POST
—
5/4%6 (=]
2
Ssaxe ~
o
S/4" X6 TP,
Q
= |8 =
EDGE NOTCHED PANELS m U R
— (=
HARDIPLANK SMOQTH LAP SIDING o m = |
= |ag
[~ cowmn n g
9 RECESSEDPANEL &J LI’J S
24 xe6"
00 — z &
i b @
- — 20"x24" PER o -
DU ; "\!_wrmsmnzvmmm)w o - 2
B NS n O o
- S s ot [
2 s g g = >l =
= [z
o
= 5
=3
1 FRONT ELEVATION T % %
SCALE: 1/4"=1"0" = |&=z
m
L2}
(=]
[+
\ -/
REVISIONS
ot oo
— \ )

Professional
o Certification.

7

um
Smmeen
e

rawcwnro.
ot wo

RIGHT SIDE ELEVATION REAR ELEVATION LEFT SIDE ELEVATION
g S Soudi et ey

ouws
o

ZE
o

53
YY)

s
108 "0,

SHECT

| A5.0 |




Ealnd

g

FAMILY ROON

16215107
= Fac

o MG T4

o

HOTE:
MOTE.
AL VAL L3

HEGHT
OF BOARD DREAK N0 MUST BE NALED T O, Of EDGES W/ 15/8°
GIPSUM BOARD MALS FOR 1/ 2* BOARD DR 1 7/ 8° FOR 3/ I BOARD.

1S

ot
Py P oGz
B RALED AT " "z
oc. X
BLAMLEDATT OC. A
122 FOAPn D

kil

2 nan sman-ecarn. |
WALL LEGEND

MAIN LEVEL CELLING HT. © 907
) - TIUD/PARTITION WAL

- BEARNG STUOWALL
NOTE: AL BRACED WALLS TO BE
ha

Ssenp
sS4

OF THE (RC 2008

N SATYOC
oc. TRUSSES AT
SUPPORTED 6 TRUSSES.

USE 3/8° STRLCTURAL | PLYWOOD AS SHOWN ABOVE.
COORDRATE. =

TRUSS DESGNL

VD SPEED = 201w

LAUNDRY ngm'm’cr
sgarr || THT 4

o4

2883 e

ars

7o gar

15

e 1

e PROVIDE 14218 BUIEAD ABY
& DO NOT RACE RLWO00 /1 BULOEAD 556 S96CS)

oy

311 V4"l 208

Iy

1
27067

1290

w

Wuz-omr 0120C
517475 1/4|PSL —

AR sy GO0
e

ALK W PIOBATL. UL
ZURAYEROF V3" COT.ED @
€404 SOE OF AL SCTWEDY
$ CARAGE %/ B3 BATT
PRRL 1 AL WILLS 2000
§ AN
Humo L on
st ohexmaLsscocs
S 174715 1/4°PY

@4 x igmx2ry

2" TO DOOR

o0

_&u- Tnly.r ITw r

[2od

W/ 2ROWSOF A325B0LTS @12°0C.
STAGGERED

! 2047,

FIRST FLOOR PLAN

SCALE: 1/4"=1'0"

N
J

301 251 1222

Fox:
www.clossicmd,nel

of MARYLAND

301 251 200

CL:MSIC HOMES

J

THE LILY STONE MODEL
THE WESTON RESIDENCE

903 BRIGHTON DAM ROAD, BROOKEVILLE, MD 21701

[
L

i)




—
~
I 8
o w @
= = = = So.:f
O % i7gae
4 P
<I > 25935
: 3
K | FIRST FLOOR HEADER HEIGHTS TO BE T4 FOR 90 CEILING U< 8
SECOND FLOOR HEADER HEIGHTS T0 BE 64" FOR 80" OR 90" CELING. G s )%
5 q UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED, <3853
T Y R
; 1 NOTE: -
o ! ALL EXTERIOR WALL SHEATHING MUST BE NAILED Wb NALS - ALL EDGES AND E
I CORNERS MUST BE NALED 2ROWS 3" O.C. FIELD MUST BE NALED 1 ROW 6°0.C. b
— i 3
! P
1 E —
7 L [l NOTE:
1 GYPSUM BOARD BRACED WALLS MUST BE BLOCKED AT CENTER HEIGHT OF BOARD ——
! BREAK AND NUST BE NALED 7° O.C.. ONEDGES Wi § § & GYPSUM BOARD NALS FOR 3
— h /7 BOARD OR 1 /8" FOR 5/ BOARD. =
! &
T NOTE: a
i i ALL EXTERIOR WALL SHEATHING NUST BE NATLED WITH 84 RALS ALL EDGES AND CORNERS O = s
i 4 MUST BE NALED AT §° O.C. AND FIELD MUST BE NAILED AT 12°O.C. m o
3]
NOTE: GYPSUM BOARD BRACED WALLS MUST BE BLOCKED AT CENTER HGT. OF BOARD alz5
BREAK AND MUST BE NALLED AT 7* O.C. ON EDGE WITH S3° GYPSUM BOARD NALS FOR 12" o |22
J 2563 BOARD AND 7/8° NAILS FOR 5/8 BOARD, = Q ;
§ - n =
) 8 SECOND FLOOR CEILING HT. @ 8-07 WAL LEGEND = S 3
H . ' < N . >
sre Lo |\ﬂ7: - oo OO - STUDPARTITION WALL % ® 5
] I
Ly EER . GEARNGSTUDWALL .
i i o fy NOTE: AL BRACED WALLS TOBE = |=ga
zes ol sz CONSTRUCTED PER SECTION R602.10.3 n |o s
N\ OF THE IRC 2009 e &
»
* wiC 5 N =
u eI — = =
% a
. — . y STAROATA 3 |=
i & 16RSERS @7 3/4" EACH 3
7| 15TREADS @ 107 EACH =1 (S
L) iYd E :: 5
SR Wi Fs o
o FIAN S L
o
A Bami2 256
[c I v F ecomoous SECOND FLOOR CEILING HT. @ 8-0" o
@ X6 o fas o o|W2C. Qﬂ wrague d §
b ac. \. J
== LB T
£
L o) ’B““}iﬁ““’" v | H A REVISIONS
i T a | QuEwiiamd |
Gz 1 as | -
i E’tﬁ)&\;z ] / \ , H coon s >
H A oG 1
§ i " E \ “T mr
t "
r " Py Ir rr |
: n 7 — .l
"
: %:ﬂw " -%’% _
e === . . Professional
™ i b o 0 [ Certification.
. e " [ ] {8 1 ey oy vt e
2c = el ot i
pikeyreglciyrrgh oo
o !
[
Sasiiom ot a2t
1
1 SECOND FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1/4"=1-0"
~———
. ( o )
o
BT
M
Bt
amefn
KAl
g v
o
e
k { )

" *20% Covright Claanc Harm, MD Al ol




. ’ 7
./ \ g—o 1

, diﬂi ﬂila »

E_.a_oe
N €161




View of 1909 from 1901
Notice the difference in density of forest
between 1901-1909 and 1901-1903
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View from 1901




Zoomed from same location

(Barn is on the right)

View from edge of forest looking

toward 1903 house site
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Fothergill, Anne

From: chris stifel <riggaroon@verizon.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2012 1:39 PM

To: : Fothergill, Anne

Subject: Re: 1903 Brighton Dam rd Brookeville

Dear Anne — I'm afraid these comments are too late to be considered at the Board meeting tomorrow ( no
excuse, my own fault) but in case I'm wrong | submit the following : -

- At the last meeting, it seemed clear to us that the Board found fault with the original plan to
develop 1903 Brighton Dam Rd on two fronts -

1) Location — it was suggested that the proposed house be built farther into the lot to eliminate
sightlines from the historic 1901 house

2) Design — One particularly telling comment of a Board member was that the proposed design
would be equally at home in Florida, Indiana, or anywhere else -
ie. not tailored to sylvan setting of this unique neighborhood

Our view is that these issues were not addressed appropriately by the new proposal, and would
recommend that it.-not be approved. :

Respectfully,
Chris Stifel/Patricia Thornton 1909 Brighton Dam

From: Fothergill, Anne '

Sent: Monday, May 14, 2012 12:25 PM
To: chris stifel '
Subject: 1903 Brighton Dam rd Brookeville

If you would like to submit comments on the revised plans to be included in the staff report, please send them by
tomorrow if possible.

Thanks,
Anne

Anne Fothergill

Planner Coordinator

M-NCPPC .

Montgomery County Planning Department
Functional Planning and Palicy Division
Historic Preservation Section

1400 Spring Street, Suite 500W

Silver Spring, MD 20910

(301) 563-3400 phone
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"MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Address: 1903 Brighton Dam Road, BrookevIIle _ Meeting Date: 4/1 ]/IZ
AppI‘icant: Nicole and Glen Weston(Stuart Barr, Agent) ' Report Date:  4/4/12
Resource: Master Plan Site #23/69 ' Public Notice: 3/28/12
Brookeville Woolen Mill and House
Review: Preliminéry Consultation ) o " TaxCredit: None
Case Number: N/A ‘ . Staff: | Anne Fothérgill

PROPOSAL: New construction

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the applicants make revisions based on the HPC’s feedback and then return for a
second Preliminary Consultation if needed or a Historic Area Work Permit.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
SIGNIFICANCE: } Master Plan Site #23/69 Brookeville Woo]en Mill and House
STYLE: 1 4 story stone house

DATE: . Late 1700s to early 1800s

excerpt from Places in the Past:

A rare surviving example of a woolen mill complex, this site includes a mill structure and house. Both
buildings exhibit superior stone masonry with rough-dressed quarry stone, hewn lintels and quoins."
Banked into a hillside, the structures are one and a half stories tall with exposed basements. The stone
house type with galleried porches across basement and first story levels on the downhill side is more
typical of miller’s houses in southeastern Pennsylvania and northeastern Maryland. The Hawlings River
valley, tributary to the Patuxent, was one of the first areas in the county to be settled. ‘A number of small
woolen factories and fulling mills were built during the embargo period of the War of 1812. The date of
the house is uncertain. The 1783 tax assessment lists several stone Riggs houses. By 1816, David Newlin
was operating the woolen mill, known as the Brookeville Woolen Factory, manufacturing cloth and
blankets from fleece.

additional information:

The house and mill overlook the Hawlings River and the property is adjacent to the Hawlings River
Regional Park. The entrance to the historic site is marked by two stone piers flanking a gravel driveway.
The driveway runs alongside the Hawlings River for almost a mile to the historic house which sits on the
east slope of the hill overlooking the mill building and a pond. The land rises higher to the west and crests
behind the house (within Lot 4). The stone house sits on a knoll and the basement is fully exposed in the



front, making it a 2 /5 story house. A 2-story galleried porch runs across the width of the front of the
house. The main body of the house is stone and on the left side there is a mid-19"™ century narrow 1 %2
story frame wing. On the right side there is an addition approved by the HPC in 2004.

The subject property is located behind the historic at 1903 Brighton Dam Road. This is the only remaining
lot (“Lot 4™) to be developed of the four lots that are accessed off the long gravel driveway shared with the

historic house. . See Circles 29 + 30.

Montgomery County holds an easement on Lot 4 at 1903 Brighton Dam Road, granted by the owners in
1984. The terms of the easement subject this property to Chapter 24A “Historic Resource Preservation,”
requiring the HPC to review and approve new construction and other exterior alterations (see Circle

=34 ) |

PROPOSAL

The applicants are proposing to construct a new house on Lot 4 at 1903 Brighton Dam Road, which is to
the west of the adjacent historic property at 1901 Brighton Dam Road. The new house will be directly
across a shared driveway from 1909 Brighton Dam Road, which is not historic.

The proposed new 3,450 SF* house will be 40’ x 54°4” and will face south and slightly east. The side
gable house will be 33°2” tall at the roof ridge. The materials are fiber cement siding and stone veneer on
the front and vinyl siding on the other three sides. There will be a gravel drive leading from the shared
driveway to the new house.

For the construction of the house and the septic field located to the northeast of the house, 56 trees will be
removed in a less than 20,000 SF area, or approximately 1/10 of the trees on the property. The applicants
submitted a tree save plan to the Planning Department which shows that 26 significant trees will be
retained that are predominantly Tulip Poplars all 20” DBH or larger. They are not proposing to remove
any trees on the rest of the wooded property, which is five acres. They also propose to plant additional
trees on the property for screening.

The new house will be sited approximately 500 feet from the historic house and at an approximately 29
feet higher elevation. A footprint comparison is in Circle 2 ¥~ 23 and a sightline study is in
Circles_Z%-C - 28-H. '

A letter from the owners of the historic property is in Circles L{é - ({% and a letter from the
owners of the non-historic house located directly across the shared driveway is in Circles Y4 - 50

*note: this is a corrected dimension from the previous staff report

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES

When reviewing alterations and new construction to a Master Plan site several documents are to be
utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their decision. These documents include
Montgomery County Code Chapter 244 (Chapter 24A4) and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation (Standards). The pertinent information in these documents is outlined below.

Montgomery County Code; Chapter 24A-8:

(a) The commission shall instruct the director to deny a permit if it finds, based on the evidence and
information presented to or before the commission that the alteration for which the permit is sought



would be inappropriate, inconsistent with or detrimental to the preservation, enhancement or
ultimate protection of the historic site or historic resource within an historic district, and to the
purposes of this chapter.

(b) The commission shall instruct the director to issue a permit, or issue a permit subject to such
conditions as are found to be necessary to insure conforrmty with the purposes and requirements of
this chapter, if it finds that:

(1)  The proposal will not substantially alter the exterior features of an historic site or historic
resource within an historic district; or
(2) The proposal is compatible in character and nature with the historical, archeological,
architectural or cultural features of the historic site or the historic district in which an historic
resource is located and would not be detrimental thereto or to the achievement of the purposes of
this chapter; or
(3) The proposal would enhance or aid in the protection, preservation and public or private
utilization of the historic site or historic resource located within an historic district in a manner
compatible with the historical, archeological, architectural or cultural value of the historic site or
historic district in which an historic resource is located; or
(4) The proposal is necessary in order that unsafe conditions or health hazards be remedied; or
(5) The proposal is necessary in order that the owner of the subject property not be deprived of
reasonable use of the property or suffer undue hardship; or
(6) In balancing the interests of the public in preserving the historic site or historic resource

- located within an historic district, with the interests of the public from the use and benefit of the
alternative proposal, the general public welfare is better served by granting the permit.

(c) Itis not the intent of this chapter to limit new construction, alteration or repairs to any one
period or architectural style.

(d) In the case of an application for work on an historic resource located within an historic district,
the commission shall be lenient in its judgment of plans for structures of little historical or design
significance or for plans involving new construction, unless such plans would seriously impair the
historic or architectural value of surrounding historic resources or would impair the character of
the historic district. (Ord. No. 9-4, § 1; Ord. No. 11-59.)

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:

Standard #1: A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal change
to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships.

Standard #2: The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic
materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.

Standard #5: Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship
that characterize a property will be preserved.

Standard #9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic materials,
features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the
old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to
protect the integrity of the property and its environment.

Standard #10: New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner

_ that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would
be unimpaired.

STAFF DISCUSSION

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation state that “the site, including its.associated
features, contributes to the overall character of the historic property...[and] the relationship between the

©



buildings and landscape features within the site's boundarles should be considered in the overall planning
for rehabilitation project work.”

The Standards advise that it is important to identify, retain, and preserve the building and landscape
features which are important in defining the historic character of the setting including woodlands and
important views or visual relationships.

The Standards recommend that: :
e any changes should retain the historic relationship between buildings and the landscape and its site
features including trees.
e adjacent new construction should be designed to be compatible with the historic character of the
site and preserve the historic relationship between the building or buildings and the landscape.

For new construction, the Standards recommend against:
o locating new construction on the bu1ld1ng site where important landscape features will be damaged
or destroyed
e Introducing new construction onto the building site which is visually incompatible in terms of size,
scale, design, materials, color, and texture; which destroys historic relationships on the site; or
which damages or destroys important landscape features.

The Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Districts in Montgomery County, Maryland state:
DESIGN OF ALTERATIONS, NEW OR INFILL CONSTRUCTION

While the alteration of historic properties may be proposed, the goal should be to design these
changes such that they have no — or little — effect on the integrity of the property. Design any
alterations to be compatible with the historic character of the property. Avoid alterations that
would hinder the ability to interpret the original design character of the house, as well as those that
imply an earlier historic period than that of the building. Design alterations such that damage to
historic features or materials is minimal, or avoided entirely. These approaches are generally
inappropriate. Design alterations such that damage to historic features or materials is minimal, or
avoided entirely.

Similarly, new or infill construction should be designed to fit within the setting of the historic site
or district. This requires some planning, as well as an understanding of the development site. The
Montgomery County historic preservation program recognizes that while historic districts and sites
convey a certain sense of time and place associated with their history, they also remain dynamic,
with alterations to existing structures and construction of new buildings occurring over time.

The design guidelines that follow were written to help assure that, when new building occurs, it
will be in a manner that reinforces the basic visual characteristics of an area. The guidelines do not
require that new buildings must look old. In fact, imitating historic styles found in Montgomery
County is generally discouraged. Some people may be confused about this concept; for many, the
initial assumption is that any new building should appear to be old. But rather than imitating older
buildings, a new design should relate to the traditional design characteristics of a neighborhood
while also conveying the stylistic trends of today. New construction may do so by drawing upon
some basic building features—such as the way in which a building is located on its site, the manner
in which it relates to the street and its basic massing, form and materials—rather than applying
conjectural historic detailing to a new building. When these design variables are arranged in a new
building to be similar to those seen traditionally in the area, visual compatibility results. Therefore,
it is possible to. be compatible with the historic context while also producmg a design that is
distinguishable as being newer.



The applicants understood that there was an easement on the vacant lot but they were not aware that they
needed a Historic Area Work-Permit (HAWP). The applicants contacted both the Historic Preservation
office and the Town of Brookeville to find out if there were any special processes they needed to follow
before they finalized the plans for their new house. They applied for a building permit with DPS and had
started some site work before the property was flagged by DPS because a neighbor brought it to their
attention that a HAWP was needed. When the applicants initially applied for the building permit, DPS did
not flag the property as historic and did not include the required HPC review/HAWP as part of the
building permit process because of a computer error. See Circles_ 9=]1l aud S/- §5

Staff has fielded numerous calls over the past ten years from prospective buyers, realtors, and the most
recent seller of the property. The HPC reviewed plans for a new house on this property in 2002 as part of
another Preliminary Consultation. In all of the previous discussions with staff, there was a general
recommendation that a new house should be small and the number of trees to be removed should be
minimal to decrease its visibility from the historic house.

The proposed new house will be located behind and approximately 500 feet from the historic house, off the
shared driveway where there are other non-historic houses, and the overall setting will remain very wooded
as most trees on the five acre site will remain including more than 20 significant trees. The proposal is for
an approximately 3,500 SF house with a 33°2” tall gable end and a long 54’ side wall facing the historic
house and property. Between the two houses is a barn, which can be seen from the subject property. The
house will be sited at a higher elevation than the historic house. The proposed septic field is located on the
northeast side of the house, which means trees will be removed in the area located between the two houses.

The applicants provided a footprint comparison of this house and the surrounding houses (see Circle

2% -B). The footprint of the new house is essentially the same as the footprint of the adjacent historic
house. The footprint is much smaller than the non-historic house across the shared driveway, which is 1 2
stories and has a more broken up massing. This plan also shows that the direct line of sight to the new
house from the back of the historic house will be partially obscured by the large barn (see Circle Y5 )
but it is unclear whether the new house will be visible on the approach to the historic house or from the
historic property. The applicants provided a sight line study which will assist in the Commission’s
evaluation of the distance between the houses, the wooded setting, and the topography change (see Circles

23-C-2%8-H).

Staff’s concern is that this house as proposed may be too large for this context and will have an adverse
impact on the historic house and setting and the house may be visually incompatible with the site in terms
of its size, scale, design, and materials. If the applicants and staff had met before the plans were finalized,
staff would have recommended some suggestions including: break up the massing to lower the overall
height, shorten the long side wall that faces the historic house, add windows on the right side that faces the
historic house, detach the garage into a separate building or move the garage entrance to the rear or left
side, use compatible building materials (like the wood shingle roof at 1909 which helps it blend into its
surroundings), and propose a location and massing that makes the house not visible at all from the historic
site. Ideally a new house on this lot should reflect the easement which was designed to protect the
environmental setting of the Brookeville Woolen Mill site.

Overall, using the required review criteria, a new house on this lot is approvable. The Commission will
need to evaluate the Brookeville Woolen Mill historic site and this adjacent lot to determine the historic
character of the setting and whether this proposal will impact the historic building and landscape features




and relationships that characterize the site. Additionally, the Commission will also need to evaluate
whetter the applicants are proposing new construction which is visually incompatible in terms of size,
scale, design, materials, color, and texture; which destroys historic relationships on the site; or which
damages or destroys important landscape features. After this evaluation, the Commission may determine
-that any new construction on this lot — including the proposed house — is allowable since it will be sited far
from and behind the historic house, it will not impact its character-defining features, and because the
overall property will remain heavily wooded.

The Commission will need to provide the applicants feedback on the proposal so they know how to
proceed. If the Commission supports this new house overall and finds that it will not impact the character-
defining features of the historic property, they should givé guidance on:

o the proposed new house—its location, size, design, and materials

e the proposed tree removal '

If the Commission finds that it is incompatible and will have an adverse impact on the historic site, the
Commission should advise the applicants on appropriate next steps and what house the Commission could
support in this location.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the applicants make any revisions based on the HPC’s feedback and then return for
a second Preliminary Consultation if needed or a Historic Area Work Permit.



April 4, 2012

By Email and Hand-Delivery

Historic Preservation Commission

c¢/o Anne Fothergill

Planner Coordinator, M-NCPPC
Montgomery County Planning Department
Functional Planning and Policy Division
Historic Preservation Section

1400 Spring Street, Suite SO0W

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Re: Propdsed Home Located at 1903 Brighton Dam Road, Brookeville, MD
Preliminary Consultation Scheduled for April 11, 2012

Dear Members of the Historic Preservation Commission,

We appreciate your time and thoughtful guidance as you review our proposal for a new home at
1903 Brighton Dam Road in Brookeville, MD. When searching for a property to build a home four and
half years ago, my husband Glen and | were both immediately enamored-with this sectuded wooded lot.
I'd like to take a quick moment to paint a picture of the landscape for you. After driving well over half a
mile down a one-way scenic gravel drive, stopping periodically as deer pass by, you first approach the
pristine historic Woolen Mill property on the right. The eye first catches the unexpected pond in the
lower right visual field, then travels up and over to the far right as it captures the view of the historic
home site which is surrounded by thick woods in the rear and on its right side. If you didn’t notice the
drive splitting off to the left, it could easily be assumed that the historic home is the only home located
along this single lane gravel drive. Once you notice the drive splitting to the left, you see a home located
back in the woods on the left hand side (1909 Brighton Dam). As you continue along the drive, it
meanders up over a ridge and disappears behind the historic property into the woods. It is past this
ridge, out of site, and behind the historic property that you will find our five acre wooded lot off to the
right. :

Glen and | have been making plans to raise our two daughters, 9 and 7, in this beautiful location
since we purchased the property in 2007 and subsequently relocated our family from Florida to
Maryland. We hope that as our girls grow up in this wonderfully u'ntamed natural environment, that
they will build a strong connection and relationship to nature. This is something near and dear to our
hearts. We are peaceful, good- -natured and reasonable people and it is our desire to preserve the view
and landscape of the historic property and not detract from it in any way.

In order to understand how we got to the point of consulting retroactively, it is neces;sary to
provide you with a little background information. Prior to purchasing the property and again prior to
contracting with a builder, we contacted the HPC in order to learn what, if any restrictions applied to our
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property as a result of the neighboring historic resource. We were told on both occasions there were
no restrictions with regard to design, materials, height, etc. Upon our first communications in 2007, we
were told the only two restrictions were that we needed to provide a buffer of trees between our home
and historic property and that our driveway could not be at the far south end of the property. We share
this background information solely because it influenced the architectural designs and plans we selected
with our builder. We were also unaware that a Historic Area Work Permit was required. It was our
understanding that any historic review would take place during the building permit process. As a result,
we contracted with Classic Homes for the proposed house design and applied for all necessary permits
except for the HAWP. Our property was not flagged for historical review and thus the sediment control
permit was issued. Once issued, we began site work. Our intentions all along have been and continue
to be to comply with the approval process.

Immediately. upon learning of the need for a HAWP, we stopped everything, contacted the HPC,
and submitted an application for review. We have reached out to our neighbors and are very respectful
of their comments. In addition, we ordered a sight line study from our engineer to get a clearer
understanding of any possible visibility of our home from the historic property.

~ We noted that the comments raised in the original staff report and from the neighbors indicated
concern over the size, scale and height of our proposed plans. Importantly, we wanted to clarify that
the square footage of our home is only 3,450 finished square feet (not 5,500), which is similar to that of
the other homes in the neighborhood including the historic site. The footprint of our home is 2,187
square feet, which is relatively small in comparison to the five acre site and is smaller than the footprint
of all but one of the neighboring homes including the historic home. With a footprint of this size, we are
able to preserve ninety percent of the trees on the lot ensuring that our home is surrounded by woods.
We are attaching a simple plan prepared by Benning & Associates that shows a comparison of the
footprints in the neighborhood and the location of our proposed home in relation to the lot. The home
is located approximately in the center of the five acres. This location at the ridge makes logical sense for
stormwater drainage, septic drainage (the septic fields were approved by the County some time ago),
and access to the designated well sites. The setback of our proposed home from the shared driveway is
a similar distance as the other homes nearby.

, Our roof height is 33 feet, which is not unusually tall for a two- -story home and is 17 feet lower

than the height allowed in the zone (50 feet). The home will sit 500 feet away from the historic
property, separated by a buffer of preserved forest, and will be barely visible, if at all. The barn located
on the historic property also will help to shield any view from the historic home. In addition, we are
willing to provide additional landscaping to ensure that our home is completely hidden from view of the
historic property. We are attaching a Sight Line Study, also prepared by Benning & Associates, and
additional photos taken from the historic property. We are very confident that our proposed home will
not create any adverse impacts on the historic site and will respectfully preserve the picturesque
landscape of the historic property.



We apologize for postponing our~origina'|ly scheduled'preliminéry consultation. We needed the
additional time to reach out to the r-eighbors and to prepare the sight line study that was requested.

We look forward to meeting with you on April 11*",

Sincerely,

/0&_6(-. Wesf ,

. W'h flfﬂ'sn\v
Nicole ‘Weston -~ _ g: ’5 '

Glen Weston

2691 Cameron Way
Frederick, MD 21701
561-352-9846 .
561-239-2133
Nicole.weston@comcast.net
Thewclan@comcast.net

Attachments:
1. Footprint comparison/house locazion plan prepared by Benning & Associates
2. Sight Line Study prepared by Benriing & Associates
3. Photographs that correspondence with Numbers on Sight Line Study

~Cc: Christian Newcomer and Pamela Phillips — 1901 Brighton Dam Road

Christopher Stifel and Patricia Thornton — 1909 Brighton Dam Road
David McKee, Benning & Associates, Inc.
Jamie DeFelice, Classic Homes, Inc.
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The Lily Stone Page 1 of 1

The Lily Stone

[ BACK TO FLOOR PLANS D)

Features

Total sq ft: 5,500°
Finished sq ft: 3,450°
Min Width: 40 ft

Min Depth: 56 ft
Bedrooms: 4

Baths: 3.5

Price: Contact Sales

Ao

INFORMATION

A thoughtful floor plan utilizing all square footage makes The Lily Stone an ideal model for a small lot. Among the
three Bedrooms, the second floor Master Bedroom includes a Master Bath and walk-in closet. The first floor .

features a large Great Room with Kitchen and Dining space. And the homeowner is sure to make good use of the
first floor Den and extensive Patio.

Floor Plans

First Floor Second Floor

1Y

http://www.classicmd.net/house-details/?house=112 3/15/2012




ADDENDUM STATUS: OPEN .‘ ADDENDUM #2 Page 1

R \
NWESTON CONTRACT STAUS:  OPEN TOTAL ADDENDU
Nicole Weston ' | DATE

R

6/27/2011 '

1) 1tis hereby ngreed by both Purchaser and Contractor that Purchaser will change house
types from Craftsman Rosedale to Craftsman Lily Stone. Purchaser will exchange for discount
the Crafimans Series Included Features te be replaced'with Classic Series Included Features,
plus the options and incentives previously agreed to pursuant to this contract and at a sales
price of $330,000.

2) The Lily Stone Front Elevation will retain Hardieplank/Shingle/Stone details and
features, as follows:

2.1.) Front will be Hardieplank except for gable peak areas and center section above
portico, which will be Hardieshingle. Arched ransom window in both gable arcas. The
center window will also-be arched transom. '

2.2) Double window in lieu of the french door in BR #4. Delete rail.

2.3) Garage door will be standard, square Classic Series door/no windows.

2.4) Double window in Den in lieu of french door.

2.5} Garage side adjacent to front door will be Hardieplank in Jieu of sione. Stone will be
retained on front of garage and ar base of columns/pediments up to 3 tt to grade, subject to
final plans. Front porch rail retained.

2.6) Sides/rear will be vinyl. No bay window to side. Single Gable Roof.

2.7y No optional gables, porch or double porch to rear.

3) Contract price will not be reduced. No further discounts. No credits, though equal
value items may be traded/exchanged.

4) Glen Weston will hereby be added to this contract. All other terms and conditions
remain in full force and cffect.

The information presented above may not be scourate uniess signed here by an executive of Classic Homes: I
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ELECTRIC €0
METER LOCATION
|
PROPOSED SEPTIC TANK T
VAR
EXISTING WELL ‘\ : ,\ )
rd
EXISTING TREE @
OVERALL VIE'
1"= 100"
TREE CHART
TREE NUMBER [ BOTANICAL NAME [ COMMON NAME SIZE(D.B.H.) STATUS
1 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 22 Removed
2 Acer Rod Meple 11" Removed
3 Liri ipi Tulp Foplar 18 Removed
4 Lirk lipil Tulip Poplar 28" Removed
5 Liriodk L Tulip Poplar 26" Stub cut, measured at 0BH.
8 Cornus florkda Flow ering Dogw ood 12 Stub cut, measured at DBH.
7 Acer platanok Norw ay Maple 1 To be ramoved
8 Pnus virgini Virginia Pine 14" Removed
9 Acer rubrum Rad Mapls 6" To be removed
10 Acer rubrum Red Maple 12 To be removed
11 Acer rubrum Red Maple 1° To be removed
12 L i Tulp Popiar 23 Yo be removed
13 Acer rubrum Red Maple 6" To be removed
14 [ ipil Tulp Foplar 19" To be removed
15 Liriodend lipif Tuip Poplar 13" To be removed
16 L ipi Tuiip Poplar 13" To be removed
17 Acer rubrum Rad Maple 8 To be removed
18 Liriodendron tulipfera Tulp Poplar r To be removed
19 Acer rubrum Rod Maple g To be rermoved
20 irk ron tulipifera Tulp Popler 10" Removed
21 Liri ipi | Tulip Poplar 19" Removed
2 Liriodendron tuipfera Tulip Popler 21 To be removed
23 Lirk ipif Tulip Poptar 19" Ramoved
24 Lirk fipi Tullp Poplar 23 Removed
25 Liriodendron tuipfers Tuiip Poplar 15 Removed
26 Lirlodendron tulipifera Tuiip Poplar 19" Removed
27 Liriod tulipd Tuiip Foplar 10" Removed
28 Liriod tulipd Tullp Poplar 21" Removed
29 Liriod ulip Tulp Poplar 13° Removed
30 Liriodendron tulpiera Tulp Poplar 24 Removed
3t Liriodendron tuipifara Tulp Poplar 24" Removed
32 Lirk ipif Tulip Poplar 28" Removed
33 Liriodk Tulip Poplar 1" To be removed
M4 Liriodk tulpfers Tulp Poplar 18 To be removad
35 Liriodendron tulpiers Tulip Poplar 19° To be removed
36 rio fipi Tulip Foplar 24" Removed
37 Liriodendron tulipfers Tullp Poplar 23" Removed
38 Liriodendi Spi Tuiip Foplar 24" Removed
39 Liri ipif Tulip Poplar 19" Removed
40 Pinus virgnk Virginia Fne r Removed
41 Li ipé Tuiip Poplar g To be removed
42 Liriod ol Tulip Poplar 20" To be removed
43 Liriod, ol Tuiip Foplar 14" To be removed
“ Liriod ulpi Tuip Poplar (s To be removed
45 Lirk ipil Tulip Poplar 11" To be removed
48 Liriod ipi Tulp Poplar 14" To be removed
47 Lirk L] Tulip Poplar g To be removed
48 Liriodendron tuipfera Tulip Poplar 13° To be removed
49 Liriod ipi Tullp Poplar 19" To be removed
50 Liriod ipi Tulp Poplar 1" To be removed
51 Acer rubrum Rad Maple & To be removed
52 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulp Foplar 24" To be removed
53 Liriodendron tulip#era Tuip Poplar 2 To be removed
54 Acer rubrum Rad Maple 17 To be removed
NOTE:
All trees shown as nmovodmmcutﬂmhtomtgmundmdnlnoforﬂnummobhhndbymudngmsmp
di [ for ining trees reflect the diameters mezsured at breast height.
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Preliminary Consultation for 1903 Brighton Dam Road in Brookeville, MD.
April 11, 2012

Photographs taken frbm 1901 Brighton Dam Road.

Numbers shown correspond with the numbers on the sight line study.
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Fothergill, Anne

From: Phillips, Pam <philips@hhmi.org>

Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2012 5:28 PM

To: Fothergill, Anne

Cc: ‘Christian Newcomer'

Subject: Comments on HAWP for 1903 Brighton Dam Road, Brookeville
Attachments: kitchenview.JPG

Dear Anne,

We appreciate having the opportunity to comment on the application for the Historic Area Work Permit for 1903
Brighton Dam Road, Brookville, Maryland. We were concerned when we observed site work and tree removal
progressing on the property as it was our understanding that “once a resource or district is designated on the Master
Plan for Historic Preservation, the property owner must obtain a Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP) for any proposed
changes to the exterior of structures or to the environmental setting of the site or district”, and that included any
grading and removing live trees greater than six inches in diameter. On February 7, 2012 we called the Montgomery
County Permitting Department to report the situation (SR no. 199962613), and discovered that a building permit was in
progress and that the owners had not applied for a HAWP. It is our understanding that at this time a historic review
was placed on the building permit. We also called Classic Homes {(who we thought were the property owners because
of a sign they posted at the end of our road stating they would build to suit) and left a message with Jim (301 251 2001 -
x 311) that the property was a designated historic site and a Historic Area Work Permit was required before

building. Subsequent to registering the complaint in February and leaving the message with Classic Homes, additional
large trees were removed and site work appeared to be proceeding. We called the Historic Preservation Commission
to inquire about the status of the HAWP, and no permit had been submitted as of March 6, 2012. We filed an on-line
complaint with the Montgomery County Permitting Department on March 6, 2012 to report that site work was
continuing to proceed without a HAWP (SR no. 199962982). '

We purchased the Brookeville Woolen Mill and House in May 2002. During the time we have lived there, the property
at 1903 Brighton Dam Road has sold three times. Over the years we have spoken to a number of people who were
interested in purchasing the property when it was on the market, and all seemed to be aware of the building
restrictions because of the historic designation. Our understanding is that some of the potential buyers contacted the
HPC to inquire about the building limitations and decided not to pursue the purchase. We were very surprised that the
current owner appeared to be unaware that the property was in historic preservation since that information should
have been disclosed when the property was conveyed in 2007. It seems that neither the property owner nor Classic
Homes did any research on zoning or building restrictions prior to starting the building process. However, after they
were made aware of the historic designation, it is a concern that tree removal and site work continued for a month
after we initially contacted permitting services and Classic Homes, and the owner still did not start the HAWP
application. It was only after our second report on March 6, 2012 that it appears the work stopped and a HAWP was
submitted dated March 9, 2012.



1903 Brighton Dam Road, the property adjoining the Brookeville Woolen Mill and House, is a designated historic site to

preserve the historic integrity of the house, mill and property. The house and Mill are located in a pristine and
beautiful setting that has been preserved through time. “The house, mill, and natural setting at the site of the

Brookeville Woolen Mill comprise one of the most significant historical complexes in Montgomery County.” (Quote

from Maryland Historic Trust). No other houses or structures interfere with the view of the Mill and House as you

approach the property. There are many unfortunate examples of historic manors in Montgomery County surrounded

by new developments, and the Brookeville Woolen Mill has been able to maintain its historical context because of the

historic site designation of the surrounding property and parkland.

A two story house of the scale and height being proposed in the HAWP would be visible from both the driveway and

the house, and the view would be of a vinyl sided tract home: Attached is a photo taken through the kitchen window

of the Mill House, and the proposed new house would appear in the distance to the left of the barn. The elevation of

our property rises from the driveway to the adjoining property, making the height of the house an issue. The trees in

leaf will not obstruct the view of the house, as the canopy is high, and made higher by the elevation of the

property. The house plan is one of many models offered by Classic Homes, and has not been designed with either the

natural setting or historic context in mind, or even the neighborhood. The other three houses on the driveway are set

off from the road and fit more naturally with the landscape.

We object to the house plan as submitted with the HAWP because of the design, scale, elevation and materials (vinyl

siding, hardiplank, hardishingle), and there is no attempt in this application or in the actions of the owners to recognize

or appreciate the historical context of its location. When we were planning our renovation to the Brookeville Woolen

Mill and House our first step was to contact an architect, Miche Booz, who is very familiar with historic preservation

and complementary design, and we would recommend the owners of 1903 Brighton Dam Road to do the same.
Thank you for considering our comments.

Christian Newcomer
Pamela Phillips

1901 Brighton Dam Road
Brookeville, MD 20833
(301) 260 2882
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Fothergill, Anne

From: . chris stifel <riggaroon@verizon.net>
Sent: . Wednesday, March 21, 2012 8:46 PM
To: Fothergill, Anne

Subject: A 1903 Brighton Dam rd Brookeville

Dear Ms Fothergill — As adjacent homeowners, we would like to add our voice to the dialogue regarding the’
above mentioned property. The uniqueness of this historic, sylvan

neighborhood would, we feel, be substantially compromised by the addition of the tract-
style house that the current owners of the 1903 lot are

proposing to build. Our objections are 3-fold:

1) the design of the new house is jarringly inconsistent with all the other dwellings
in the neighborhood. Every other house is built to blend
in with the natural landscape of the area, i.e. low profile, natural materials (
cedar shake roof e.g), long set-backs from the common
driveway, giving each house an in- the-woods feel, especially in Spring and
Summer. When our neighbors, the Newcomers, -
_ - renovated part of their Woolen Mill house, they took special care not to
compromise the natural and historical integrity of that property -
a property which adds value to the lives of all who live around it. The Woolen
Mill and its grounds represent the natural, the handmade, the dirt road,
: horse-drawn farming. The new house next to it will represent the man-made
(vinyl siding, fake stone), mass production, paved roads.

2) the 1903 Iot is at least 5 acres, yet the proposed building site is very near its

common border with the Woolen Mill property , (will be '

clearly visible from there) and also much closer to the road, hence more
noticeable than any other house. All other houses built in

this enclave were “nestled” toward the center of their respective lots, thereby
allowing them to be surrounded by trees. Not the case '

with the new house. In addition, it will be by far the largest, in square footage,
(5500) house in our small neighborhood.

3) When the tree-clearing operation began, we contacted Classic Homes by phone
twice to make sure they were aware of the special
restrictions for building on the 1903 parcel. These calls were unreturned and
the work continued. We don’t know whether the builders were attempting an
. end-run around the regulations, but it’s difficult to imagine that they had no
notice of them.

We hope this input is helpful in your
deliberations. . . Respectfully,



Stifel
Thornton

Dam Rd

Christopher
Patricia
1909 Brighton

Brookeville, Md '

@)



Fothergill, Anne

Subject: FW: 1903 Brighfon Dam Road

From: Nicole Weston [mailto:nicole.weston@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2012 6:29 PM

To: Fothergill, Anne

Cc: 'Weston, Glen'

Subject: RE: 1903 Brighton Dam Road

Ms. Fothergill,

Yes, when | bought the property | was aware that the home on the adjacent lot was a historical site. | also understood
that it may impact the location of our home and the driveway. We got this information when our realtor spoke with
you before we purchased the lot. One year ago, | spoke with Scott Whipple regarding this issue prior to contracting with
a builder. After speaking with Scott Whipple, my understanding was that since the historic site was adjacent to ours,
that there were no restrictions that would apply to our build. Somewhere along the way, what was missed, was that a
separate application for a Historic Work Area Permit was required. My understanding of the process was that when the
plans and building permit application made their way through the department of Parks and Planning, approval would be
given accordingly. | was not alerted by DPS until Friday 3/9/12 when | inquired as to why the building permit had not yet
been-issued.

Our engineer will be sending you information regarding the trees, most Iikeiy from our save a tree plan.

Regarding work completed on the site, we have completed the following work:

1. Well drilled (with removal a few very small trees to permit access)
Tree roots pruned along the L.O.D. (signed off by an arborist)
Instalied super silt, silt and tree protection fencing (all of which has been inspected and approved by DPS)
Laid a gravel driveway (entrance only)
Removed about 10-15 trees. The remainder of the tree removal was scheduled for tomorrow 3/13, but it has
been cancelled. All work at the sight has stopped.

No grading has been done. .

| have several questions regarding what to expect during the HPC Preliminary Consultation Process. Could you .
please explain all the steps involved and the approximate time frame?

I sincerely appreciate your efforts in this matter.

Thank you,
Nicole Weston

Sl



| Fothergill, Anne

From: Nicole Weston <nicole.weston@comcast.net>
Sent: © Wednesday, March 21, 2012 7:05 PM .

To: Fothergill, Anne A

Subject: FW: building restrictions question

Anne, here is a second email thread | found from last year. Could you please forward this as well.

Nicole

From: Whipple, Scott [mailto:Scott.Whipple@mncppec-mc.org]
Sent: Thursday, March 31, 2011 3:12 PM

To: Nicole Weston

Subject: RE: building restrictions questlon

I'm out of the office today. I'll call you Friday.

Scott -

From: WNicole Weston [mailto:nicole.weston@comcast. net]
Sent: Thu 3/31/2011 2:39 PM

To:  Whipple, Scott

Cc: .

Subject: RE: building restrictions question

Hello,

We seem to playing phone tag, so I thought I'd try email.

Our property, as | mentioned is 1903 Brighton Dam Rd. and our lot is
adjacent to one in which there is a historical house. I understand that

when we build, our home can't be in view of the historical home, but |
wanted to know whether there are any other restrictions. Can we plant trees
to block the view should that be an issue, which I do not think that it

will?

Kind Regards,

Nicole Weston

4 —
From: Whipple, Scott [mailto:Scott. Whipple@mncppc-mc.org]

S



_ Sent: Wednesday, March 30,2011 1:58 PM
To: Nicole Weston
Subject: RE: building restrictions questlon

Hi - I just left you a voice méssage, but [ wanted to make sure you had my
contact information so you can call me at your convenience.

. Scott Whipple, Supervisor

Historic Preservation Section

Montgomery County Planning Department | M-NCPPC
301-563-3404 | scott.whipple@montgomeryplanning.org

<mailto:scott. whipple@mncppe-mc.org> | www. montcomerypla‘mmg org/historic/
<http://www.mc-mncppc.org/historic/>

From: Nicole Weston [mailto:nicole.weston@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, March 30,2011 10:54 AM

To: Whipple, Scott

Subject: building restrictions question

Hello Mr. Whipple,

I own property at 1903 Brighton Dam Rd in Brookeville. My lot is adjacent
to a lot with a historical home. | am in search of a person who can help me
understand what restrictions are in place for building a home on my property
as a result of the adjacent historical home.

I appreciate your assistance in this matter.

Kind regards,
.Nicole Weston
561-352-9846

Nicole.weston@comcast.net




) Fothergill, Anne

.

From: Nicole Weston <nicole.weston@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, March 21, 2012 7:.03 PM

To: Fothergill, Anne

Subject: FW:

Anne,

| just located this email thread from April 2011. Could you please submit this for the meeting. | will be forwarding you
two more items. '

Thanks,
Nicole

From: townofbrookeville@comcast.net [mailto:townofbrookeville@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, April 04, 2011 9:40 AM

To: Nicole Weston ‘

Subject: Re:

Nicole,

1903 Brighton Dam Road looks to be near the intersection of Bordly Drive and Brighton Dam Road. The municipal
boundaries of the Town of Brookeville do not extend that far. The Town'’s municipal boundaries end where Market .
Street turns into Brighton Dam Road, which is approximately the 2500 block Brighton Dam Road. Therefore, you do not
need a permit from the Town of Brookeville.

You can view the information about the Town's building permits on our website:
http://townofbrookevillemd.org/building fag.html

Town Clerk

301.570.4465

----- Original Message -----

From: "Nicole Weston" <nicole.weston@comcast.net>
To: townofbrookeville@comcast.net

Sent: Monday, April 4, 2011 9:27:34 AM

Subject: RE:

Cate McDonald,

Thank you for this link. | spoke with Scott Whipple at the MCHPC Friday. What he mentioned contradicted what |
originally learned when | purchased the property. Could you please forward this to someone on the planning
commission for Brookeville. | want to be sure, | don’t waste time, money or resources in the process of building a home
on the lot located at 1903 Brighton Dam rd. : :

Thank you,

~Nicole Weston
561-352-9846
Nicole.weston@comcast.net




..From townofbrookevulle@comcast net [mailto: townofbrookeville@comcast. net]
Sent: Wednesday, Marck 30, 2011 10:03 AM
To: Nicole Weston
Subject: Re:

Hi'NicoIe,

| would suggest you check with Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commlssmn:
http://www.montgomeryplanning.org/historic/commission/HPC.shtm

You address is not near the municipal boundaries of the Town of Brookeville.

Cate McDonald
Town Clerk
301.570.4465

----- Original Message -----

From: "Nicole Weston" <nicole.weston@comcast.net>
To: townofbrookeville@comcast.net

Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2011 9:30:01 AM

Hello,

I own property in Brookville at 1903 Brighton Dam Rd. My lot is adjacent to a lot with a historical home, and | need to
know who to talk with about building restrictions as a result of this historical home.

Thank you,

Nicole Weston
561-352-9846
Nicole.weston@comcast.net
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April 4, 2012

By Email and Hand-Delivery

Historic Preservation Commission

c/o Anne Fothergill

Planner Coordinator, M-NCPPC
Montgomery County Planning Department
Functional Planning and Policy Division
Historic Preservation Section

1400 Spring Street, Suite 500W

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Re: Proposed Home Located at 1903 Brighton Dam Road, Brookeville, MD
Preliminary Consultation Scheduled for April 11, 2012

Dear Members of the Historic Preservation Commission,

We appreciate your time and thoughtful guidance as you review our proposal for a new home at
1903 Brighton Dam Road in Brookeville, MD. When searching for a property to build a home four and
half years ago, my husband Glen and | were both immediately enamored with this secluded wooded lot.
I'd like to take a quick moment to paint a picture of the landscape for you. After driving well over half a
mile down a one-way scenic gravel drive, stopping periodically as deer pass by, you first approach the
pristine historic Woolen Mill property on the right. The eye first catches the unexpected pond in the
lower right visual field, then travels up and over to the far right as it captures the view of the historic
home site which is surrounded by thick woods in the rear and on its right side. If you didn’t notice the
drive splitting off to the left, it could easily be assumed that the historic home is the only home located
along this single lane gravel drive. Once you notice the drive splitting to the left, you see a home located
back in the woods on the left hand side (1909 Brighton Dam). As you continue along the drive, it
meanders up over a ridge and disappears behind the historic property into the woods. It is past this
ridge, out of site, and behind the historic property that you will find our five acre wooded lot off to the
right.

Glen and | have been making plans to raise our two daughters, 9 and 7, in this beautiful location
since we purchased the property in 2007 and subsequently relocated our family from Florida to
Maryland. We hope that as our girls grow up in this wonderfully untamed natural environment, that
they will build a strong connection and relationship to nature. This is something near and dear to our
hearts. We are peaceful, good-natured and reasonable people and it is our desire to preserve the view
and landscape of the historic property and not detract from it in any way.

In order to understand how we got to the point of consulting retroactively, it is necessary to

provide you with a little background information. Prior to purchasing the property and again prior to
contracting with a builder, we contacted the HPC in order to learn what, if any restrictions applied to our

@



property as a result of the neighboring historic resource. We were told on both occasions there were
no restrictions with regard to design, materials, height, etc. Upon our first communications in 2007, we
were told the only two restrictions were that we needed to provide a buffer of trees between our home
and historic property and that our driveway could not be at the far south end of the property. We share
this background information solely because it influenced the architectural designs and plans we selected
with our builder. We were also unaware that a Historic Area Work Permit was required. It was our
understanding that any historic review would take place during the building permit process. As a result,
we contracted with Classic Homes for the proposed house design and applied for all necessary permits
except for the HAWP. Our property was not flagged for historical review and thus the sediment control
permit was issued. Once issued, we began site work. Our intentions all along have been and continue
to be to comply with the approval process.

Immediately upon learning of the need for a HAWP, we stopped everything, contacted the HPC,
and submitted an application for review. We have reached out to our neighbors and are very respectful
of their comments. In addition, we ordered a sight line study from our engineer to get a clearer
understanding of any possible visibility of our home from the historic property.

We noted that the comments raised in the original staff report and from the neighbors indicated
concern over the size, scale and height of our proposed plans. Importantly, we wanted to clarify that
the square footage of our home is only 3,450 finished square feet (not 5,500), which is similar to that of
the other homes in the neighborhood including the historic site. The footprint of our home is 2,187
square feet, which is relatively small in comparison to the five acre site and is smaller than the footprint
of all but one of the neighboring homes including the historic home. With a footprint of this size, we are
able to preserve ninety percent of the trees on the lot ensuring that our home is surrounded by woods.
We are attaching a simple plan prepared by Benning & Associates that shows a comparison of the
footprints in the neighborhood and the location of our proposed home in relation to the lot. The home
is located approximately in the center of the five acres. This location at the ridge makes logical sense for
stormwater drainage, septic drainage (the septic fields were approved by the County some time ago),
and access to the designated well sites. The setback of our proposed home from the shared driveway is
a similar distance as the other homes nearby.

Our roof height is 33 feet, which is not unusually tall for a two-story home and is 17 feet lower
than the height allowed in the zone (50 feet). The home will sit 500 feet away from the historic
property, separated by a buffer of preserved forest, and will be barely visible, if at all. The barn located
on the historic property also will help to shield any view from the historic home. In addition, we are
willing to provide additional landscaping to ensure that our home is completely hidden from view of the
historic property. We are attaching a Sight Line Study, also prepared by Benning & Associates, and
additional photos taken from the historic property. We are very confident that our proposed home will
not create any adverse impacts on the historic site and will respectfully preserve the picturesque
landscape of the historic property.



We apologize for postponing our originally scheduled preliminary consultation. We needed the
additional time to reach out to the neighbors and to prepare the sight line study that was requested.
We look forward to meeting with you on April 11™.

Sincerely,

M e Weshm  wh, permdsh, 43

Nicole Weston

Glen Weston

2691 Cameron Way
Frederick, MD 21701
561-352-9846

561-239-2133
Nicole.weston@comcast.net
Thewclan@comcast.net

Attachments:
1. Footprint comparison/house location plan prepared by Benning & Associates
2. Sight Line Study prepared by Benning & Associates
3. Photographs that correspondence with Numbers on Sight Line Study

Cc: Christian Newcomer and Pamela Phillips — 1901 Brighton Dam Road
Christopher Stifel and Patricia Thornton — 1909 Brighton Dam Road
David McKee, Benning & Associates, Inc.
Jamie DeFelice, Classic Homes, Inc.
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Preliminary Consultation for 1903 Brighton Dam Road in Brookeville, MD.
April 11,2012

Photographs taken from 1901 Brighton Dam Road.

Numbers shown correspond with the numbers on the sight line study.
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Fothergill, Anne

L

From: . ' Fotherg||| Anne

Sent: Wednesday, April 25, 2012 9:58 AM
"To: , ~ 'nicole.westond’
~ Subject: " RE: Question

Good morning,
According to the easement, the property is subject to “all the terms and conditions of Chapter 24A of the Montgomery
County Code.” There is also reference to preserving “the historic, aesthetic and cultural character and appearance of

the property” -- you can see the exact language in pages 31-34 of the staff report.

'thanks,

- Anne

~ From: nicole.weston4 [mailto:nicole.weston4@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 24, 2012 6:35 PM

To: Fothergill, Anne

Subject: Question

Hi Anne,
What level of scrutiny is our property subject o as a result of it bemg a historic easement and not a historic
resource?

Thanks,
Nicole



