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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

Address: 23 Hesketh Street, Chevy Chase Meeting Date: 10/10/12
Resource: Contributing Resource Report Date: 10/3/12

Chevy Chase Village Historic District
Public Notice: 9/26/12

Applicant: John and Susie Lively

(Neal Thomson, Architect) Tax Credit: None
Review: HAWP Staff: Josh Silver
Case Number: 35/13-12W

PROPOSAL: Rear addition

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the HPC approve with one condition this HAWP application:

1. Demolition of the existing 1 story rear yard garage is not approved.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource within the Chevy Chase Village Historic District
STYLE: Craftsman

DATE: 1892-1916

PROPOSAL

The applicants are proposing to construct a 2 story addition with full walkout basement at the rear of the
existing structure.

The proposed material treatments for the addition consist of a slate roof to match the existing, painted
wooden shingles and stucco cladding, 12/12, simulated-divided light (SDL), double-hung, wooden
windows and wooden doors (no cladding, with permanently bonded interior/exterior muntins). A stained
wooden deck and stairs is proposed at the rear of the addition.

The proposed work also includes demolition of an existing (historic), | story garage located behind the
main house in the rear yard of the subject property.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES

When reviewing alterations within the Chevy Chase Village Historic District several documents are to be
utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their decision. These documents include the
Chevy Chase Village Historic District Master Plan — Expansion, approved and adopted in August 1997,
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 as follows:
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Chevy Chase Village Historic District Master Plan

The Guidelines break down specific projects into three levels of review - Lenient, Moderate and Strict
Scrutiny.

“Lenient Scrutiny” means that the emphasis of the review should be on issues of general
massing and scale, and compatibility with the surrounding streetscape, and should allow for a very liberal
interpretation of preservation rules. Most changes should be permitted unless there are major problems
with massing, scale or compatibility.

“Moderate Scrutiny” involves a higher standard of review than “lenient scrutiny.” Besides
issues of massing, scale and compatibility, preserving the integrity of the resource is taken into account.
Alterations should be designed so that the altered structure still contributes to the district. Use of
compatible new materials, rather than the original building materials, should be permitted. Planned
changes should be compatible with the structure’s existing design, but should not be required to replicate
its architectural style.

“Strict Scrutiny” means that the planned changes should be reviewed to insure that the integrity
of the significant exterior architectural or landscaping features and details is not compromised. However,
strict scrutiny should not be “strict in theory but fatal in fact” i.e. it does not mean that there can be no
changes but simply that the proposed changes should be reviewed with extra care.

The Guidelines state three basic policies that should be adhered to, including:
Preserving the integrity of the contributing structures in the district. Alterations to contributing
structures should be designed in such a way that the altered structure still contributes to the

district.

Design review emphasis should be restricted to changes that will be visible from the front or side
public right-of-way, or that would be visible in the absence of vegetation or landscaping.

Alterations to the portion of a property that are not visible from the public right-of-way should be
subject to very lenient review. Most changes to rear of the properties should be approved as a
matter of course.

The Guidelines that pertain to this project are as follows:

Doors should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are visible from the public right-of-way, lenient
scrutiny if they are not.

Exterior trim (such as moldings on doors and windows) on contributing resources should be subject to
moderate scrutiny if it is visible from the public right-of-way, lenient scrutiny if it is not.

Gutters are not currently subject to review and should not be reviewed.

Lot coverage should be subject to strict scrutiny, in view of critical importance of preserving the
Village’s open park-like character.

Major additions should, where feasible, be placed to the rear of the existing structure so that they are less
visible from the public right-of-way.
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Roofing materials should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are visible from the public right-of-way,
lenient scrutiny if they are not. In general, materials differing from the original should be approved for
contributing resources. However, the application should be reviewed with consideration given to
economic hardship. Furthermore, as technology continues to change and improve, other building
materials may become available to provide an appropriate substitute for replacement in-kind, and the
reviewing agency should be open to considerations of these alternative solutions.

Second or third story additions or expansions which do not exceed the footprint of the first story
should be subject to moderate scrutiny, in view of the predominance of large scale houses in the Village.

Windows (including window replacement) should be subject to moderate scrutiny if they are visible from
the public right-of-way, lenient scrutiny if they are not.

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 conformity 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
reasonablc usc 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 |

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:

#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.

#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

Addition

Staff finds that consistent with Chevy Chase Village Historic District Guidelines, the proposed
construction of a 2 story rear addition, wooden deck and material treatments, as being consistent with the
Guidelines identified above. Staff recommends that HPC approve with the condition on Circle 1 the
construction of a rear addition, associated materials and wooden deck.

Garage

The applicants contend they would like to demolish the garage to create a sufficient backyard for a
children's play space, and to minimize rain water runoff and alleviate existing backyard drainage issues.
The applicants have not identified any preexisting backyard drainage issues to staff since receipt of the
HAWP application.

Staff recommends that the existing 1 story rear yard garage be preserved. The subject garage remains
relatively intact; the only obvious alteration is a non-historic overhead door on the front elevation. Based
on remaining physical evidence the door was likely installed within the original door opening. The
primary construction material is stucco similar to that on the main house. The side elevations include
either original or older 2/2, double-hung, wooden windows. The subject garage is identified on the 1927
Sanborn Fire Insurance Map in its current location. Despite the garage remaining largely intact, there is
evidence of deterioration, specifically at the roof eaves, soffits and rake boards, which are rotted in certain
areas and would require replacement.

The Chevy Chase Village Guidelines outline five additional policies that the HPC should be adhered to
when considering a HAWP application in Chevy Chase Village Historic District [Page 14]. The
applicable Guidelines in this case include # 4 and 5.

4. Design review emphasis should be restricted to changes that will be visible from the front or
side public right-of-way, or that would be visible in the absence of vegetation or landscaping.

5. Alterations to the portion of the property that are not visible from the public right-of-way should
be subject to very lenient review. Most changes to the rear of the properties should be approved
as a matter of course.
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The subject garage is located behind the house and not readily visible from the public right-of-way. If
visible, it would only be a small part of the rear/left side elevation of the garage when viewed obliquely
from the left side standing at the public right-of-way and without the benefit of existing vegetation at the
property that obscures its visibility.

Staff finds that the demolition of the existing 1 story garage is not in keeping with the Standard #9. The
proposed demolition would destroy an intact original historic feature of the property, its associated
historic materials and the spatial relationship with the main house. Staff recommends that the HPC deny
the applicants proposal to demolish the garage.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission approve with_the condition specified on Circle 1 the HAWP
application under the Criteria for Issuance in Chapter 24A-8(b), having found that the proposal is
consistent with the Chevy Chase Village Historic District Guidelines identified above, and therefore will
not substantially alter the exterior features of the historic resource and is compatible in character with the
district and the purposes of Chapter 24A;

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 (or 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. Once the work is compleied (he applicant will
contact the staff person assigned to this application at 301-563-3400 or joshua.silver@mncppc-mc.org to
schedule a follow-up site visit.




HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

e _ VR TWopt Son
Contact ' ﬁ/m : o
tmail M’ (= Daytime Pona No. 208~ F Y1-4823

Tax Ascount No.:

Name of Property Owner: < [OSX F.S/CtB _ervidlly Oryiime Phona No; -T2~ 393 - 80722

e 23 flESEETH ST Oiph) sy  MP 2o8/S”
Strest Number Cityl Stont Zp Code

Contractom: Phone Ne.:

C Regi No.:
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O Revision (0 Repair [ Revocable. O Foncasl (complemSectiond) O Other:
1B. C ion cost esti $ @0', Vd2X-4
1. I this is & ravision of & praviously approved active pemit, see Permit #

! 15 3’.’1'""“ \'ms".'.'-'l"Rli.’l"/.‘.'f'flﬁ‘i.'
2A.  Type of sewage disposal: 02 [J Septic 03 C Other:
2B.  Type of weter supply: WSSC 02 O wel 03 O Other.

3A.  Height feat inches

8. Indicats whether the fance of retaining wall is to be constructsd an one of the folowing iocations:
12 On party line/proporty line 1J Entirely on land of owner (3 On public right of way/exssment

Ihnbyc:m!y!baflhavﬂhaam‘nmwmhma going 1, (hat the application is corect, and that the construction wik comply with plens

approved by ok a Im-dandlhcmbynbmwladyomdacaptmulobcawndvmlnrlhus:uanuollhapm
%:\ 7/13/
/4 v Dare

Signature of owner or suthaned egent

Approved For Chairperson, Historic

Oisepproved: Sigr
Application/Permit No.: _& l ' bl{ I Oata fFiled: Oats Issued:
Edit &/21/99 SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS
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THE FOLLOWING ITEMS MUST BE COMPLETED AND THE
REQUIRED DOCUMENTS MUST ACCOMPANY THIS APPLICATION.
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SITEPLAN

Sita and environmental sstting, drawn to scals. You may use your plat. Your site plan must includa;

a  the scale, north arrow, and date;

b. di ions of al existing and proposed str ; and

¢ site features such as walkways, driveways, fences, ponds, streams, trash dumpsters, mechanical equipment, and landscaping,

& Schematic construction plans, with marked dimensions, indicating locatian, size and general type of walls, window and door spenings, and other
fixed featusas of both the existi {s} and the d work.

t. Elevations (tacades), with marked dimensions; clearly indicating proposed work in refation to existing construction and, when appropriate, context.
Al ials and fi proposed for the k must be noted on the elavations drawings. An ex ting and s proposed elevation d ing of each
facade affected by the proposed work is equired.

MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS

Geners! dascription of ials and factured items proposed for incorporation in the work of the project. This information may be included on your

design drawings.

PHOTOGRAPHS

& Clearly labeled photographic prints of each facade of existing resource, including details of the affected portions. All labels should be placed on the
front of photographs.

b. Clearly label photographic prints of tha resource as viewed from the public right-of-way and of the edjoining properties. All labels should bs placed on
the-frant of photographs:

IBEE SURVEY

H you are praposil ion adj to or within the dripline of any tree &” or larger in diametar (at approximately.4 feet abova the ground), you

must fils an accurats trea survey identifying the sire, location, and species of each tree of at least that dimension.

mmwmmmm
For ALL projects, provide an accurate list of adjacant and confronting proparty owners {not tenants), including namas, sddresses, and zip codss. This list

should include the owners of all lats or parcels which adjoin the parcef in question, as well ss the owner(s) of lotls) or parcel{s) which lie directly across
the streethighway from tha parce] in question. :

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 PHOTOCOPIED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LABELS.




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

Owner’s mailing address
Jonw § St lrtty
23  HsRETH STRELT

Ones) cphse , mv Jod/ ¢

Owner’s Agent’s mailing address
MR Thomsonrs
TM Lt Loppl Jt cygyriecry

$S232 CH] cpust sy pus
MACH 10 7o O 20y 7

Adjacent and confronting Property Owners mailing addresses
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT
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Tax Accourt Ne.:
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Swoet Manber cil Stast Zy Code

¢ Phone Ne.: .

c Rogistration Ne.:

Agent for Owner: Daytime Phone Me.:

R A T RN RNRC PRI

House Number._Z % sue __ASEBTH ST

Town/Ciy: {M s NearestCruss Srvet MJMJIIA Wﬂﬂ'f .
w B Bock _ 2. subiision: SETTINS__ W6 Z . cod cptst \////46&_

Liber: Folio: Parcat

LYK OF PERNET AC [XNS AND) USH

1A CHECK ALL APPLICABLE:
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

Isiah Leggett Leslie Miles
County Executive Chairperson

Date: December 12, 2012

MEMORANDUM

TO: Diane R. Schwartz Jones, Director
Department of Permitting Services

FROM: Josh Silver, Senior Plannel@
Historic Preservation Sectio

Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit #611641, rear addition and garage demolition

The Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) has reviewed the attached application for a
Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP). This application was approved at the October 10, 2012 meeting.

The HPC staff has reviewed and stamped the attached construction drawings.

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: John and Susie Lively .
Address: 23 Hesketh Street, Chevy Chase

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 complete
the applicant will contact the staff person assigned to this application at 301-563-3400 or joshua.silver@mncppc-

mc.org to schedule a follow-up site visit.
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new windows and doors, so that we have a record of what we are specifically approving. Manufactured
products described in general terms could result in a wide variety of quality and detail with respect to what we
generally want and expect in approving such components.

Case [-H: I would be interested to know our history on suggesting relocation of structures like garages in lieu
of tearing them down or requiring they be maintained in their current location. There is a long history in
preservation for relocating historic structures, and it may be helpful to our discussions if we have a sense of how
the HPC has viewed garages as structures we have suggested be moved rather than torn down.

Thanks and let me know if you have any questions.
Bill

William Kirwan, AIA, LEED® AP

Principal

MUSE ARCHITECTS

7401 WISCONSIN AVE. SUITE 500

BETHESDA, M 20814

I. 301.718.8118

F. 301.718.8112

WWW MUSEARCHITECTS.COM




On Oct 9, 2012, at 10:48 AM, Silver, Joshua wrote:

Bill,
Thanks for your comments.

Case I-D. I will request a full plan and elevation view(s), noting all materials and dimensions of the pergola. | have no
reservations about the applicant’s willingness to produce this for staff level approval. Please be prepared with a
condition. Thanks.

Case I-H. Honestly, the Commission in recent years has been VERY open to demolition of existing historic or non-historic
garages. Like my staff report, the typical setup is to state the facts, (historic or non-historic, integrity assessment,
location [visibility], relationship with historic house, etc.). Then there are the Guidelines! The Guidelines do an superb
job of opening the door (pretty-wide) if you ask me, for allowing CCV garages to be demolished and for that matter most
alterations. In terms of garage/accessory structure relocation, none jump to mind. Anne, has been around here the
longest, so maybe she can chime in on the Commission’s history of suggesting structures like garages be relocated. |
typically do not recommend to applicants the relocation of structures in circumstances like this. | asked for additional
photos of the garage, and a written explanation {e-mail) listing reasons why the applicants requested demolition. Their
explanation is referred to in the staff discussion section of my staff report (Page 4).

Josh

From: William Kirwan [mailto:wkirwan@musearchitects.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2012 10:13 AM

To: Whipple, Scott; Silver, Joshua; Fothergill, Anne

Subject: Cases I-D, I-F, and I-H

My concerns for the cases:

Case I-D: Because the Pergola is a structure that will likely be visible from MacArthur Blvd., I believe we will
need to see a drawing of it and not just a photo of a detail of another pergola. Without a full plan and elevation
views noting all materials and sizes of the Pergola components we will have little to lean back on if we don't
end up getting what we inferred from the photo. [ am OK with this being reviewed at staff level, but I think the
drawing is important to require for approval.

Case I-F: The existing house appears to have slate shingles. There may be asphalt shingles on the one story
side addition. The side addition appears to be indicated as asphalt shingles on several drawings, while general
notes on the elevations say they are matching existing roof materials. Given the level of historic "refurbishing”
they are claiming in the application, I think the side addition should have slate shingles. I am less concerned
about the rear addition and given that it will be minimally visible from the street, this could have asphalt
shingles. I do think that we should be more critical that the window and door trim on the rear addition new and
existing windows and doors be consistent with the trim on the main block of the house, and consistent with that
they are proposing on the side addition (see trim at head of new french door/sidelights on the rear addition
versus no trim shown for the jambs).

In lieu of requiring slate on the side addition due to the Village guidelines on roofing materials, I think at the
very least we need to confirm their selection of asphalt shingle is of the types we approve (such as Certainteed
Grand Manor), and not leave it open to a lower grade shingle. Synthetic slate should also be considered. I think
we should always require material specs and cut sheets for new roof materials that are not historic as well as
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Scott

Scott Whipple, Supervisor | Historic Preservation Section | Montgomery County Planning Department | M-NCPPC
301-563-3404 | scott.whipple@montgomeryplanning.org | www.montgomeryplanning.org/historic/

Join us on ﬁ Facebook | Follow us on ik Twitter

From: Silver, Joshua

Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2012 12:15 PM
To: William Kirwan

Cc: Whipple, Scott

Subject: RE: Cases I-D, I-F, and I-H

We evaluate each project on a case-by-case basis. We need to be very careful when trying to make an argument based
on past precedents.

Simply put, staff’s position is the best preservation outcome is to preserve an original (or earlier period) garage that is
contemporaneous with the main house.

In addition, the Secretary of the Interior recommends that exterior alterations not destroy historic materials, features
and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The proposed demolition would destroy original materials and
the spatial relationship between the main house and garage.

Josh

From: William Kirwan {mailto:wkirwan@musearchitects.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2012 11:58 AM

To: Silver, Joshua

Cc: Whipple, Scott; Fothergill, Anne

Subject: Re: Cases I-D, I-F, and I-H

Thanks. For I-H I am a little confused why you are recommending denial of the garage demolition based on
what you are saying below. It seems that you think it could and maybe even should be a candidate for
demolition. I guess this can wait until tomorrow night, but it would be helpful to hear clarification of the staff
position. In asking for back up on relocations I was trying to find a middle ground for what I thought was a
strong case we are making that it should not be demolished versus the applicant's desire to remove it. There are
several historic garages on Hesketh that are perpendicular to the street that I thought might offer a contextual
solution.

See you tomorrow,

Bill

William Kirwan, AlA, LEED® AP

Principal

MUSE ARCHITECTS
T40T WISCONSIN AVE, SUTTE 500
BEFHESDA, MD 20814

T. 3M.TIS.S8118

P 3017188112

WWW.MUSEARCHITECTS.COM




Silver, Joshua

_
From: William Kirwan <wkirwan@musearchitects.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 11:13 AM
To: Whipple, Scott
Cc: Silver, Joshua
Subject: Re: Cases I-D, I-F, and I-H

Thanks. I was just trying to understand what I perceived over email as not a strong conviction on denying
demolition. I understand why and how you guys develop your positions, but with the applicants coming in to
challenge the staff recommendation, it is helpful to understand how important or strong staff feels about that
position in the greater context of the full application and issues.

For me it will be helpful to understand tonight from staff if an option such as relocation of the garage on the
property is a better option than allowing demolition, or not any better. If we decide to support the staff
recommendation it would be helpful to give them some other options such as relocation if we believe that could
be supported. In other words are the only reasonable choices demo or not? Relocation may be excessively
costly and not worth it for a outbuilding to a contributing resource - it will depend on the importance of the
garage remaining on this site which is what I would turn to staff to help evaluate rom a preservation perspective
and whether that should trump other concerns. This is what I had asked originally for some feedback on from
you guys tonight - in other words to just be prepared to have that discussion. We can do all of that at meeting
and don't need to deliberate it now.

Thanks,

Bill

William Kirwan, AIA, LEED® AP

Mincipal

MUSE ARCHITECTS
7401 WISCONSIN AV, SUTTE 50
BUFHESDA, NI 20814

[. 301 718 8118

F. 3017188112

WWW . MUSEARCHITECTS.COM

On Oct 9, 2012, at 12:36 PM, Whipple, Scott wrote:

Bill — following up on Josh’s emails...

Staff is trying to lay out what we think the best preservation outcome is, based on SOI’s standards, the ordinance,
guidelines, etc. Snmetimes the review criteria allow wiggle-room and sometimes the best practical outcome is different
from the hest preservation outcome. In these cases, staff tries to outline both for the commission to help layout a path
towards a defensible decision — whether it be a more “conservative” outcome or a more “liberal” outcome. To do this,
staff reports sometimes need to include what could be considered conflicting information.

Hope this helps explain where Josh was coming from with this.

1
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consulting engineers ¢ planners * surveyors

October 9, 2012

Mr. Neal Thomson, AIA
Thomson + Cooke Architects
5232 Chevy Chase Parkway
Washington, DC 20015

Re: Drainagc Improvements
23 Hesketh Street
Chevy Chase, Maryland

Dear Mr. Thomson:

Our firm has been contracted by the owners of this property to provide the civil
engineering and site planning required to support the proposed building addition plans for their
home. In coordination with your office we have reviewed your addition plans and have
incorporated them into our site plan. Part of our contract with the owners is to address the
drainage patterns on the property. We also were made aware by the owners and your office of
the current situation regarding the storm drainage particularly in the rear yard. We have prepared
several exhibits to present this situation and our recommendations regarding improving the
problem in the rear yard. Exhibit A shows the location of 23 Hesketh Street within the local
neighborhood and has the topography obtained from the County’s GIS records. The drainage
pattern within this block shows that the lots fronting on the north side of Hesketh Street and the
south side of West Irving Street predominantly drain to the rear of those lots and outfalls to the
west toward Cedar Parkway.

The current developed condition of the property is shown in Exhibit B, Existing
Conditions. This lot with its two story house with a lower level basement slopes from Hesketh
Street from Elevation 326 toward the rear of the property at approximately Elevation 320. In the
rear yard there is an area between the house and garage that ponds water. Your plan, as we
understand, is to demolish a small portion on the rear of the house to accommodate the new three
level addition and also to remove the garage and part of the existing driveway serving that
garage. This demolition is shown on Exhibit C, Proposed Demolition. This would allow the
regrading of the rear of the lot to have a much better surface drainage slope between 3 — 4% as
shown on Exhibit D, Proposed Conditions. Thus the demolition and regrading proposed
eliminates the ponding area in the rear yard and also reduces the impervious cover of the garage
and driveway, thus allowing much more green space in the rear yard.

(301) 230-5881
Fax: (301) 230-5884
E-mail: landmarkengr@aol.com




Drainage Improvements
23 Hesketh Street
Chevy Chase, Maryland

Although not required by the County’s drainage requirements we have shown a concept
for providing a drywell containment facility which could capture some of the roof drainage. This
concept would need to be supported by a soils test to determine if the infiltration function of this
type of facility is feasible. The drywell is shown near the rear of the lot and placement is
typically 20 feet from an adjacent structure.

Please let us know if there are any questions relating to this matter.

Sincerely,

LANDMARK ENGINEERING, INC.
Charles T. Grimsley, P.E.

.

cc: John and Susan Lively
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Existing Side/ Rear Elevation

Existing Rear Elevation



Existing Side Porch



