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Fothergill, Anne )

Abril 25, 2012 HAWP approved with three conditions of approval

1. the infill area below and around the new windows (in existing garage door area) will be STUCCO
2. the new garage doors will be wood
3. Garage doors to be reviewed and approved at the staff level
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MONTGOMERY’COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Address: ‘ 4712 Cumberland Avenue, Chevy Chase Meeting Date: 4/25/12
Applicant: Roxanne Duboivs (Kevin Davis, Architect) Report Date: 4/18/12
Resource: Contributing Resource Public Notice: 4/11/12
Somerset Historic District

Review: HAWP Tax Credit:  None
Case Number: 35/36-12D .Staff: Anne Fothergill

PROPOSAL: Partial demolition and construction of addition and garage

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the HPC approve the HAWP application with the following condition:
1. Specifications for the garage doors will be reviewed and approved at the staff level.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource within the Somerset Historic District
STYLE: Colonial Revival

DATE: 1929

BACKGROUND

The HPC reviewed a proposal in May 2011 to remove the existing integrated garage and room above and
construct a side addition. The HPC did not support the removal of that original feature of the house.

The HPC reviewed a second proposal in September 2011. This proposal retained the existing garage and
added a rear addition to the house and two new accessory buildings—a garage at the front left side of the
house with a connection to the house over the driveway and a pool/guest house behind the new garage.
The plans also showed a new pool, patio, and retaining walls. The Commission had a lot of concerns
about the two new buildings, numerous tall retaining walls, and the overall impact to the site due to the
topography.

In December 2011 the applicants had a third preliminary consultation with the HPC. The HPC supported
the proposed rear addition and new garage on the west side of the house. The Commission recommended
some changes to the design including bringing addition in to be within the east side plane of the house and
some minor changes to the addition and the garage. See plans from the third Preliminary Consultation in
Circles  § 3- 5q and the transcript in Circles ‘4 d- 5L . At that time the Town had
concerns about a new driveway/curb cut but the Town has now approved the proposal.

PROPOSAL

The applicants are proposing to remove the rear (south) screened porch and construct a two-story rear




addition with an 385 SF increase in the footprint of the house. The addition will have a wood deck behind
it. They also propose to construct a 20” wide x 22° x 11° tall two- car garage behind the house at the right

side. They propose removing the existing garage door on the front of the house and installing wmdows at’

the foundation level and a block foundation to match the existing.

The proposed materials for the addition and the new garage are a stucco foundation, fiber cement shingle
siding, asphalt shingle roofing, wood double hung windows with simulated divided lights, wood casement
picture windows, paintable synthetic trim, wood doors, wood transoms, and asphalt shingle roofing to
match the house. The applicants propose two garage doors on the garage with multiple lights and panels
(material not specified). '

The applicants propose a new curb cut, apron and asphalt driveway to the garage on the right side of the:
house. The existing driveway will be removed and sod will be planted. There will be a new concrete
walkway to the front door. They propose to remove 4 trees located behind the house for this project: 6”
ash, 127 pine, 18” pine, and a dogwood.

The Town of Somerset has reviewed and approved the proposal.

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 24A) and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation (Standards). The pertinent information in these documents is outlined below.

Montgomery Couniy 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, preservatlon 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) It is 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 #2: The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive
materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.

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
enviromuent would be unimpaired.

STAFF DISCUSSION

The Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Districts in Montgomery County, Maryland state:

Basic Principles for an Addition
The overall design of an addition should be in keeping with the design of the primary structure.
Design elements should take their cue from the primary structure, but this does not preclude
contemporary interpretations, nor discourage differentiating the addition from the historic building.
Keeping the size of the addition small, in relation to the main structure, also will help minimize its .
visual impacts. It is also important that an addition not obscure any significant features of a
building. If the addition is placed to the rear of the existing structure, it is less likely to affect such
features. Side additions are generally discouraged.

Design a new addition to be compatible with the primary structure.

18.1 Place an addition at the rear of a building to minimize its visual impacts.

18.2 Do not obscure, damage, destroy or remove original architectural details and materials of the primary
structure.

18.3 An addition should be compatible in scale with the primary structure.

18.4 Use building materials that are compatible with those of the primary structure.

18.5 An addition should be compatible in character with the primary structure.

18.6 Use windows that are similar in character to those of the main structure.

18.7 The roof form and slope of a new addition should be in character with and subordinate to that of the
primary building.

Preserve mature landscape and trees, and natural vegetation when feasible.
10.1 Maintain historic trees and shrubs.
« A champion, species, or mature trees should not be removed unless the tree is dying, dead,



diseased or poses a safety hazard to the residents or public.
+ If proposed new construction is adjacent to or within the drip line of any tree six inches in
diameter or larger, an accurate tree survey must be filed with the application. The tree survey must
indicate the size, location, and species of trees. '
» Removal of trees of more than six inches in diameter require a permit and must be reviewed by
the Historic Preservation Commission. Other county and municipal ordinances may also apply.

.- +Ifatree is cut down, at least one replacement tree, of a similar kind should be replanted in its
place, unless it would damage the house.
» Replacement plant materials should be similar in kind, size or equivalent massing to the plants
removed

DRIVEWAYS :
" When parking was originally introduced to most historic areas, it was an ancillary use and was
located to the rear of a site. This tradition should be continued, and in all cases, the visual impacts
of parking - which includes driveways, garages, and garage doors - should be minimized.
Historic driveways should be preserved.
11.1 Preserve a historic driveway where it exists.
» The orientation of a driveway on a site should be preserved.
* The original driveway design should be preserved. For example, if the driveway has two paved -
* driving strips with turf between the stnps when replacement is needed, a new driveway should
take this design.
» The design and layout of bricks or pavers should be preserved.
« Original materials should be preserved and repaired when possible.

New driveways should have compatible materials and a minimal square footage.
11.3 Use paving materials that will minimize a driveway’s impact.
» Decomposed granite, pea gravel, exposed aggregate concrete, gravel or chip and seal are
appropriate paving materials.
+ Consider installing two paved strips with turf between them instead of a sirigle, wide paved
surface.
« Large areas of paving are inappropiiate.
» Plain asphalt or black top is discouraged.
« Use materials that are pervious to water to minimize rain water runoff into the street or onto
adjacent properties. '

11.4 Locate new driveways such that they will minimize the impact on the historic resource, its
environmental setting, and the streetscape.

» New driveways should be sited to the side or rear ofthe primary structure.

« Installing new driveways in front of historic resources, such as a semi-circular drive, is generally
inappropriate

A retaining wall should be stepped, clad, finished or articulated to reduce its visual mass and scale.
13.2 Retaining walls should follow the natural topography and be articulated and finished to

minimize visual impact.
« Use native rock or other masonry that conveys a sense of scale and blends in with the

surrounding context.
« Where a taller retaining wall is needed, a series of terraced or stepped walls is preferred.

« Screen retaining walls with landscaping, such as trees and shrubs.
« Concrete retaining walls faced with stone are preferred over undressed concrete.

After receiving the topographic study and consultation with the HPC and Town, the applicants

. substantially revised their plan. They recognized that new construction on the left/east side of the house
where the dropoff is so steep would be very complicated. As a result they scaled back their plans and
propose to construct a rear addition and a new garage located behind the house accessed by a new



driveway along the west side of the house. This is a large improvement that greatly lessens impacts to the
property compared to the previous proposals. The HPC reviewed this plan at the 3" 4 Preliminary
Consultation and supported it.

The applicants responded to the Commission’s concerns and pulled the sunroom in so it is within the left

side plane of the house and also pulled in the second floor of the addition three feet. They changed the
addition’s roof from a shed to a hip as the Commission suggested. The applicants also responded to the
Commission’s suggestion for the garage and have lowered it 12" and reduced the overhangs.

The Town of Somerset has approved the plan showing the new curb cut and driveway.

The removal of the rear screened porch and the construction of a clearly differentiated rear addition is in
keeping with the Guidelines. The proposed rear addition is compatible in scale with this house. The
proposed roof ridge is lower than the historic block’s roof ridge and the original west (right) and east (left)
corners of the house will remain visible. The block of the original integrated garage and room above it has
been retained and will be altered at the foundation/garage door level. The new garage is appropriately sited
and scaled for a lot of this large size. '

As the design guidelines note, asphalt is generally discouraged for a new driveway and in this case staff
encourages the applicants to use pavers, exposed aggregate concrete strips, gravel, or tar and chip for the
driveway material. Also, the applicants will need to provide more detailed information for the wood
garage doors.

Through the preliminary consultation process the applicants have made a number of constructive changes
to this proposal that reduce the impacts to the historic house, the property, and the historic district. The

proposed rear addition and alterations to this contributing resource and its property are in accordance with

the Guidelines.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the HAWP application with one condition as being

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

and with the Secretary of the ]nterzor s Standara’s for Rehabzlztatzon

and with the general condition that the appllcant 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 Pérmitting 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 completed the applicant will contact the
staff person assigned to this application at 301-563-3400 or anne.fothergill@mncppc-mc.org to schedule a
follow-up site visit. '
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HISTORICPRESERVATION COMMISSION
301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

Comctpenon: K ewin Davis
Daytime Phone No.: qu'572- q77[ﬁ

A nt No.: OO Sggqo‘,

Tax
Name of Property Owner: Po»m.ne Fbubo‘\s Daytime Phone No.: 30!-—6‘52—-0%*{0
nowess: 472 Lumberland Avc ﬂﬁ/w/ Chase MD

. Streest Number Staet . Zip Code
Contractor: ___ AR A MOUNT /’oMSTQuc‘r ron) //ua moneto; __30]- 330-948%0
Contractor Registration No.. S 6 32~ Myl '
Agent for Owner: ?054.—4— chﬁu\ . , Daytime Phane No.: 201- 370-(0'-{(53
LOLATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE - ] ‘ )
House Number: L’}‘—”Z— Sm__&,(ﬁﬂlb€f"aﬂ.4 A—VC,
Town/City: (),WV‘/ t l’l«$€,  NeaestCross Stroet: Warkick Place.
Lot: 7 Blo}:k: 2 Subdivision: ___“DpMer Se \—qus .
Liber: Fotio: v Parcel: s

: TYPEk OF PERMIT ACTION AND OS] ]
1A. CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: ¢ PPLI

Pleonsruct X Etend (X AterRenovate Oa Oseb  XRom Additon O Porch O Deck O Shed
0 Move O Install [ Wreck/Raze 0O Solar O) Frepisce (0 Woodtuminb Stove O Single Family
3 Revision 3 Repair 3 Revocable O Fence/Wall {complate Section 4) D Other:

1B. Construction cost estimate: §

1C. If this isanvisianahprwiomlywﬁwdacﬁwpmnit. see Permit #

; GCOMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ABDITIO
2A. Typa of sewage disposal: Olﬂ wssc 02 (] Septic 03 O Other:
2B. Typaofwstersupply: - OF DAWSSC 02 I wet 03 0 Other.

i LUMPLETE ONLY FORFERTERETATNING WA
3A. Meight feet inches

38. Indicate whether the fence or retsining wall is to be constructed on one of the following locations:
(3 On party line/property line 3 Entirely on land of owner O3 On public right of way/esssment

! hareby certity that | have the authority to make the foregoing application, that the application is comect, and that the construction will comply wnh plans
approved by il agencies listed and | hereby acknowladge and accapt this to be a condition for the issuance of this permit. .

= Y

- Signatrs of owner or authorized spent ﬁ, Pe/

Approved: ] ‘ For Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission

*  Disapproved: Signature: ) ] Date:
ApplicationyPermit No.: Date Filed: Date Issued:

Edt 672189 SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS

Report Cepy



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

Owner’s mailing addircss

G472 Cunf;bcr/mu( oy
Chevy chare, (D o (&

O‘V'ner’s_Agerl_t’s mailing address

Lo bert- 1712g.9:in 4
lranscrd tanitrec o, Tne . |
ISPOT RerQI1t~ierd V.
Erldeside YYD Josat

.Adjacent and confronting Property Owiiers mailing addresses

Susan Kovap'h
ﬁfﬂajéum}&rw Are
éﬁ@uy chane /N0 LBP /I

e l’é‘/‘f? Sehneislon. ‘
$P/2 WGrwich pPlace.
C/\e‘_)f %e , D WP

Arne ﬁrﬁnﬂm
Spro Na}/bf/ﬁk le

E &FPL /L}:ﬁ, 77):4\?’)7‘}'.4)? :
$P88 [Oarwick [fle.
%W INRD LN

Bolert 2 MVW
F7l) Caumberlord e,
Claey Lo, /70 826 (£

] 7‘7%)’(/7 Altey ;
4709 e beriord Ao .
Cle Clhane, /770 LA

7/ .




15809 Paramount Drive

Rockville, Maryland 20855-9945

Phone: (301) 330-9880 Fax: (301) 330-9882
www.paramountconstruction.net

To: Department of Permitting Services
Montgomery County Maryland

From: Kevin Davis
Project Architect .
Paramount Construction, Inc.

Re: 4712 Cumberland Avenue
Application for Historic Area Work Permit

The attached plans and documents are for a review as required for a Historic Area Work Permit.
The project is located at 4712 Cumberland Avenue. The proposed scope of work is as follows:

1. Add atwo car detached garage to the right (West) side of the property. The existing garage
would be enclosed for interior use. Existing drive and curb cut will be removed, regarded
with new sod. The existing apron would be replaced with new curb and gutter. A new drive
would be located on the west side of the property. A new curb cut and apron would be
constructed.

2. Add a two story rear addition with basement to the rear of the current house. The materials
would be per the following project specifications.

The following changes have been made from the last HPC preliminary review:
1. The double entry driveway has been deleted.
Existing Garage will be re-purposed with new exterior windows in place of the garage door.
The existing drive will be replaced with a new single lane drive to the new detached garage.
Rear addition second floor roof line was changed from shed profile to a hip roof.
The garage elevation was lowered by 12"
The proposed sunroom space was reduced in size to align with existing left side of house.
Additional tree information has been added along with showing the Limits of Disturbance
(L.0.D.) and tree protection.
8. The attached plans were submitted to the Town of Somerset and approved and/or
recommended to be approved for the Historic Area Work Permit.

NoobhwN

Thanks!

Kevin
(240) 372-9776 cell



Foundation Material:

Siding Material:

Windows:

Roofing:

Exterior Trim:

Driveway:

Project Specifications
4712 Cumberland Avenue

Existing foundation is block. Proposed foundation material would be
a stucco finish.

Existing siding is horizontal contoured lap siding. Proposed siding
would be James Hardi shake siding

Proposed windows would be double hung with divided lights to
complement existing double hung windows.

Existing roofing is asphalt shingles. Proposed roof to be asphalt
shingles.

Proposed trim would be synthetic wood painted with size and scale
of trim to complement existing painted trim.

Proposed drive would be asphalt with new concrete apron,
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(©) COPYRIGHT 2011 PARAMOUNT CONSTRUCTION, INC.
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December 7, 2011 HPC meeting transcript

MS. MILES: We're going to go slightly out of order and next hear Case 2C instead of 2B
which is at 4712 Cumberland Avenue, Chevy Chase, and do we have a staff report?
MS. FOTHERGILL: We do. And, again, the Commission is very familiar with this project.

This is a third preliminary consultation for these applicants. This is a contributing resource in the -

Somerset Historic District and in the previous submissions, one in September, one in May, the applicénts

were proposing major changes and there was some concern about the slope of the land and the need
for a topographic study. And s0, now we have all the information in front of us, and as a result, the
applicants have prett;/ substantially altered their pian.

But just as chkgrbund, the first submission involyed removing the side block that you
can see on the left that has the integrated garage. Well, it's hard to see. I'll leave that one on. And the.n
© constructing a side addition and a rear addition and the Commission didn't support that; it was sort of
“enveloping the house in additions and also removing a possible character defining feature in that

integrated garage. So, the second design was in September 2011 and the applicants,proposed retaining
the existing garage and then constructing a new garagel to the left of the house and connected v_vith.a |
interior hall on the second floor over the driveway and then a duplicaté pool/guesthouse behind the
garage wi.th the exact same design; and then there was also a new pool and patio and retaining walls.
An‘d the concern with that plan was because the lot drops off, there were very'substantial foundétion
walls and retaining walls and the Commission was concerned about the dgsign of the two new buildings,
the amount of walls, the amount of overall impact to the site, and ultimately to the historic district.

So, those plans you can see if you're interested are in your packet. But, now we are

moving on to a new plan which the applicants are proposing to remove the rear screen porch which you
can see there, and construct a two story rear addition that would have an overall increase in the

footprint of the house of 385 square feet and there'd be a deck off that rear addition. They're also



proposing to construct a 20 foot wide by 22 foot two car garage behind the house at the ;'ight side, so
that is a major shift from the brevious submissions. The proposed materials for the addition and the
new garage are stucco foundation, cedar shake siding, wood panels, asphalt shingle roofing, wood
double hung windows with simulated Vinyl lights, with casement picture windows, wood doors, wood
transoms, and asphalt roofing to match the house; essentially materials to match the materials fhat are
in the historic house. B

They also propose two garage doors on the garage that are multiple lights anid panels
and then they would put a new g;arage door on the existing garage in the house. They plan to repléce ‘
the existing asphalt shingle roof on the house which if it's a match of asphalt shingle roofing, asphalt
shingle roofing wouldn't need HPC approval. They are also proposing a new curb cut apron and paver '
driveway to the new garage on the right side of the house. The current proposal is that t.he existing
driveway would remain and they propose a connection between the two across the front lawn and with
new steps to the front door. The applicants would need to go to the Town of Somerset for the curb cut
in the driveway. |

Let me show you.some photos and the plans. So here is the house. | mean, as you can
see here, it's a large property. The house is set back from. the street. It's surrounded by Iarée, much
larger house; so the context is a Idt of large houses and big lots. And, I'm just going to go through fhese

fast because | think you are very familiar with this house. So, that would be removed, a rear addition

constructed. So hereyou can see how the lot drops off and that putting the garage on this side and the

pool ho-use on this side would have impacted a lot of trees, would have had a much larger impact on the
site. There was some discussion about the visibility from Dorset so they provided these panoramic
views and here you get a sense of the size of the lot and the drop off. |

I'm just going through these fast and we can come back to any of them. So here is ;he '

proposed site plan. You can see that new dri\)eway on the right, the new detached garage set behind

the rear plane of the rear addition, and the proposed connection of the driveway to the existing




driveway creating essentially a circular driveway. Here is the floor plan and second floor and here are
.the elevations. Again, that garage is set far back from the street which is not clear in elevation. There is,
you'll see here a proposed sunroom that does extend a few feet beyond the side plane of ;he house and
when we go over the applicable guidelines we can talk about that. Here is the left side elevation and the
rear and the right side -- the rear and the right side and | think that's it.

So, in the staff report, the design guidelines for Montgomery County are referréd to,
W.tjich, you know, talk about the appropriate design for an addition, p!acing it at the r.ear, making sure
it's clearly differentiated and compatible.in scale. This one is, and the roof ridge is lower. Itis at the
rear. The guidelines talk about preserv'ing trees. This plan doés consciously do more to preserve the |
trees on the site as opposed to changes on the left side of the house which would have had much more
impact. The design guidelines do talk about driveways and they do say that new driveways in front of
historic resources such as a semi-circular drive are generally inappropriate and then they talk about
retaining walls, which we talked about at the last preliminary and we'll talk about again‘tonighf

But, overall, this plan is a large improvement that greatly Iesseﬁs impacts to the
property compared to the previous proposal. The rear additibn that's differentiated is in keeping with
the guidelines. It's compatible in scale. The two foot, eight inch glazed sunroom that extends beyond
the left side of the plane is more than 100 feet from the street so it can be argued that it will not impact
the historic house or the streetscape-at that distance. Again, the original integrated garage has been
retained: So, all the proposed -changes to the house are confined to the rear addition and then to the
new garage on the property.

The new garage is appropriately sited and scaled, you know, it continues the pattern in
Somerset of a driveway down the side of the house and a garage behind the house. You know, coming
off the discussion at the previous preliminary, staff had noted the roof pitch, you can see here and
perhaps it may be more appropriate to match the side gable on the house with a steeper pitch. And

then again, the same issue of the ten foot foundation walls. | think you can really see it here on the rear
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elevation. So, you know, staff noted that the applicants would really need to do.whatever they can to
keep that garage into the ground. And so, the staff finds that the applicants have
made a number of constructive changes and the Commission should provide the applicants with
feedback on the proposed _addition, the new garage, and then the semi-circular driveway proposal..

MS. MILES: Thank yo.u, Anne. Does anyone have any questions for staff?

MR. SW|Ff: Can you just go to a photo or photos from the front, from the street?

MS. FOTHERGILL: Do you want aerial or do you want that -- we don't have great ones.
fhe problem is it's fenced off and there are a lot of trees. Do you want this one or do you want --

MR. SWIFT: No, maybe more from street view. Yeah, that one.

MS. FOTHERGILL: This one?

MR. SWIFT: That's all for now, thank you.

- MS. MILES: Okay, if there are no other questions for staff, if you'd please introduce
yourself, Mr. Davis, and identify yourself for the record and do you want to speak or do you want to just
énswer questions?

MR. DAVIS: I'll - yeah -

MS. MILES: Turn your mic on first though. just press the button and then let go. There
you go. | |

MR. DAVIS: Kevin Davis, architect. | would be happy just to answer some questions. |
would like to say thanks for your patience. Understand 'that this is a third pr-eliminary and our estimates
of the grade on the left side of the property being five to six feet turned out to be more like nine to ten
feet by the time we got there and so, you know, very quickly recognized the need to work a little bit
closer withlthe topography as well as, Anne mentioned, the trees there. So, | think everything élse was
pfetty clearly outlined already.

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

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Yeah. Looking at these pictures, can you explain a little bit what the



intention with a circular drive is? Because what | see from the topographic plans, on this picture, you
have a quite substantial drop. How is this going to blend to -- what is the purpose of putting the circular
drive and how are you going to resolve the issues of grade that we see in the picture?

MR. DAVIS: Right. | should make one other additional comment and that is that we did
we receive some comments back from the Town of Somerset and baséd on those comments, we are
looking at the revision to the drivéway, so we'd like to specifically, I'm glad you brought that up, talk
about the d_riveway. Their preference is not to add a second curb cut to the property which would mean
that we would need to work with the existing driveway and either leave the existing driveway as it is and
introduce a drive that basically starts at the street and then kind of gently goes to the new proposed
garage space on the right hand side, which would probably eliminate that connection that we were
AIooking for between these two.

MS. MILES: Did you ask him if they would count as having this driveway removed and
creating thé cufb cut on the other side because we would probably look upon that more favorably; and
if their concern is having one curb cut rather than two and not having this curb cut rather than another,
do you have a sense of. which their preference is?

MR. DAVIS: We did not go back and ask that but most certainly | can.

MS. MILES: Thanks.

~ MR. RODRIGUEZ: And can yo.u put the aerial photograph becauge what concerns me |
when you start saying adding another driveway from the street like sweeping back té what you want to
place in your garage is -- there are trees close to that side so now we are encroaching in terms of trees
that are in the front of the house on -- | think what Commissioner, the Chair Miles, just told us -- asked 1
you, | think, is a very sensible queétion is what happened if we swap the driveways? It would probably’
resolve the issue and we can look at that ih a more favorable way’
. The reaction that we have when we start looking at these levels of pavement in front of a historic

resource is the guidelines implied for us. This is a change very large in how the house is perceived from
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" the street and you will have a very high scrutiny from this Commission.

MR. KIRWAN: | would even go further than that and just say | think it's Critical for the’
s_\cheme-;to work with the garage on that side for the driveway and the curb cut to be on that same side.»
I think, for me, it will be a non starter to have this driveway cut across the front yard and create this sort
of deep recess and, you know, this gap in the front yard because you have got to deal with the g;'ades.

Well, we can talk more about that in the deliberation.

MS. MILES: Are there any other questions?

MS. WHITNEY: | would just like clarification. I'm having a hard time visualizing what you
may do with the driveway if you keep the curb cuf where it is to a driveway that's on the opposite side
of the property. I don't clearly understand. Are you proposing that perhaps to do circular to the other
side of the property?

MR. DAVIS: I'm thinking that we probably abandon the garage that goes to the curl;ent,
I'm sorry, the driveway that goes to the current garage and make that the primary drive that would
make a serpentine maneuver, if you will, drive throﬁgh, from the left hand side to the right side and
ideally it would move closer to the street because there is‘more grade as you go closer to the house. .

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Pictures talk sometimes better. Is this what you're talking about?

MR. DAVIS: Yes.

MS. MILES: The record can show that Commissioner Rodriguez sketchea What he
believes the applicant is proposing and showed it to us. |

MR. DAVIS: However, | do like the idea of pursuing abandoning one curb cut and adding
a new curb cut.

MS. FOTHERGILL: And one thing to add to that is, | mean, | think that, you know,
compromises are made when the Historic Preservation Commission weighs in. So if he approaches, if
the applicant approaches the town asking for this possible abandonment and new curb cut, | mean, if

we write a letter in support that definitely would have an impact. So that's something the Commission



can just consider.
MS. MILES: Thank you, Anne. If there are no other questions, can we begin' _

deliberations?

~ MR.SWIFT: Can | have my street level phbto back again? hthink'one iSsue was the'reary

3

garage-foundétion.walls--and-I-daﬁffh'SVéfa.‘strongjobjection-to their-appearance from-the rearof the'site
—eee— ] e e h ;

with how far back it is on the site and | just don't see those being'a'bigissue. 15 agree that-lowering -

them-will'make the-rear-yard;-lI-think;more pleasant for.the.owners; the:occupants of.the’house; but

from'a:Commission’standpoint;l.don't'see.that }I guess it was called a ten fobt wall. | don't see it being
a problem as far as being a contributing resource in the neighborhood.

I do think the driveway, at this point, is my biggest concern as it's drawn currently. |
think you're essentially cre.aiing a grand canyon in front of the hou'se. It séems like a fairly deep, those
would need to be fairly high retaining walls to let that pass in front of the hbuse. Am | correct on that?

MR. DAVIS: As it's drawn, yes.

MR. SWIFT: As it's drawn.

MR. DAVIS: As it's drawn it would -- there'd be zero to four or five foot. retaining walls.

MR. SWIFT: | think we need to see renderings, aﬁd you know, and maybe some idea of
landscape and see. In some ways it's possible that may bé hidden from the street but I'm not sure it's
the most ideal. And then'l guess | do agree with only a single driveway and | think | need to see more of
how fhis, | guess, h.ow the -- if the pass-way in front of the house is moved towards the street, I'd
certainly want to see more o% that as far as rendering and some more details to see how that's going to -
~ change. | guess this viewpoint and -- my only other thought on the driveway is that we have pushed .

_that the existing'garage'isa-character-defining-aspect-and-to essentially-abandon-it; to’isolate’itas:not

h5\‘/iﬁ’g3'driveway-to-it,—I'm'nplytejif.th‘at's‘,th‘ét?Sth'éECommissionershave-been-speal(iﬁ'g'.tﬁand

maybethey:can.comment-further,-but it seems to completely eliminate that-as auseaBIegaragg_—)t may

L . g ey — e
noti_t\)é'makmg-sensejlf_|t?s a-character defining aspect™)

10



r

MR. DAVIS: Onefof.the.comments at tHé very.first meeting was to-consider leaving-it”
and’repurposing the space——>
MR. SWIFT: Yeah, | guess I'm debating with myself. Sure; whether isolating-it-and;you -

know-landscaping:in:front of it—I guess:I'm still-trying.to.determine what-the-right-way to-handle-it-is.

So, bottom line, | think the driveway has become a big issue and that's what we'll want to see more Qf ’
when you come back for a HAWP at this point, | think.

Otherwise, | do agreé that | think the project is in a very reasonable location and wveryy-
close-to;@ngjapbr_c)'ﬁﬁﬁlte;—sa-*th'iﬁk‘?om

L’—"——‘ . "
MR. KIRWAN: Okay, well, to start off with the driveway. | mean, as | already gave away

my position on that, | think it's critical if the'garage.is going.to be.on.the side which-I think is'a-big

implgyemwg;theﬁfhemes.you'_\7e‘had'before:«rLl.think.overaIl-this-is-a-much-t;etter scheme;much

better approach,.and.in response to a lot of the things we.were.concerned-about-beforesSo, if the
< SRRL9M,and. ——mee IO

garage.is.going to-be 'on'that’side, I'think that'it's-critical thatthe driveway come straight:in? And
arage.15.60ing tot

whether they Iater.on might allow you to keep the existing curb cut or not, | think the new driveway is
on that right side, I'Il\have a hard time approving the circular driveway concept; because, again, it's
going to take so much grading work to get that connecting driveway in. As Commissioner Swift
mentioned, it really will have a canyon effect in that front yard. | think that would be unfortunate to
lose that very nice lawn that leads up to the front door.

You know, going back to some of the staff points, | think, again, the réar.garage ?

foundation'walls; I'don't have.a problem with those being at the height they'ar’e. lithink-the garage

R — e/
location-is'so-:much’preferable‘in'the scale of the house. On.that-side of the'property, I'think'can handle

t%i_r_'ng*eIeva_ted,'6ff.fhevgrade-better«than.it,"didjwhenjitwwas*c?ﬁiﬁé_ﬁ'o'rth-‘s_ide of.'théfpro;;)erty.

There are some details about the side elevation. If we look at Circle 21, I'm sorry, 12 --

no -- yes, 12. The second floor of thejaﬁidition.hasIffis\very.Iarge.sh—é'dfth_at’sfr_unning'_up-to-it~and-it‘reallb

to-me; feels'very'much’out of scale-with.the other elementson'thejbﬁ's?éj;ltib‘e“éin—s',to compete.with the
€ Lot scale-with-Th ents'on th

e
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Cgable.elevation-of the-existing‘house._WhatiI.woula-recommend'you'do‘there‘is'continug'the'gu ter

Wtopjof those'second'story wWindows and teally treat that roof Tp there as a-hip so-it—> - -

really kind.of.goes away.and-you-maintain'thai;eave;@e;and;the_’scalejof_that_‘secondiﬂoom

And while we're on that image, there was some questions asked of the Commissi.on t_o .
look at the roof slbpe of the garage and its scale and, you know, | think while there may be some |
a.dvantag'e to pifking up on the same pitches; we often encourage that on projécts, I think in the case of l _’
this garage, you have such a hard time from, especially from the street seeing that gable end, that it's .

yactually better witﬂ-a'Iower-ridge-thng_qy_yqyy_g;gotfit."_'ScT,'.Lwould-keep.th"étfé?itfi.{':What you might

. . | | m—————r e . el T v bl e
want to look at even further is'possibly.of.the garage, the.overhang'is reduiced a.little-bit-just to-further,”

sort of bring thescale of .thatroof sitting ontop of that-garage down a:notchZIdon't'think the

overhang-onthe garage have to-be the same.as they:are-on-the house.

You know, | don't think this is a make or break deal for me, but if | had my druthers, |

on the house. {Two foot eight'seems like it wouldn't-be'sacrificing too'much on that sunroom given-all”
the other spaces there are in the first floor of that house to just keep that facade in line. I think that's a

very exposed side of the house and | think the more we keep the back addition, you know, beyond the

face of the side plane of the house the better it will be and the less impact.it'll’have on.the streetscape.
And | think the staff also asked us to consider trees on the property. I'm not sure | have
" enough information yet in the packet to even make any judgments about trees. | think the site plan

shows me little broccoli heads that don't have any size next to them or anything eise. So | think:a:proper=

(té‘fﬁgr_aphi-c-survey«identifying.trees_argi their sizes and types wguld be very important to have in orden;
to maké any judgrﬁent about trees on the property'.
MR. RODRIGUEZ: Yeabh, | definitely think that you need to look at the drivevs>ay. The
garage makes sense where you have placed it, but.my recommendatior.m is if:\7ou-need-a-driveway~to-be7 |

on_that side-then'you-have to give-up-the-other driveway'and’landscape 'and change-the whole
[ SR e L e — ot ey




appearance. When we were looking the last time this regarding why we thought, at the moment, we

thought that this element of the house, the side addition of the house, is a defined feature, has to do a

lot with the materials and the treatment. So, maybe a change -- | wouldn't be opposed to see a change)

iQ.»the garage door, for example. If that becomes something else, the space is being repurposed for

an\ot‘her'use, there is no longer a garage, and then the landscape and street and basically the drivewa»/lj

difappears. 1think as long as the treatment of the materials is consistent and the details remain, thé;,v :
| features, the main, part of the addition of the house will be there.

I do have issues with the way you're treating the garage. | think when 1 look at the site
.plan, | look at the relationship of the garage regarding the'house; I think it's slightly too furtherback. It
might need t& come forward and | think the suggestion from staff that maybe the new driveway slopes
down and pushes the garage further into the ground making use of the slope that is already there will >
help to reduce the scale.

And, you know, | think the detailing of the garage h;s to be a lot, you know, as close as
to the hous‘e in terms of certain proportions like thé_eaves shouldn't project as much, the elements
should be toned down in scale so it doesn't'look out of proportions regarding where it is. But | think my
recommendation is that | would look at the association between the garage and the house. What is that
space in between? Because what | see is | see this with steps or elements that make that really not a’
very interesting space. It becdmes this very narrow point where two corners of the buildings come

" togetherand it doesn't do much for wha; you're trying to do or what | think that you are trying to do. .

I think also the pushing the garage further into the ground using the slope maybe allows
you to connect it underground to the basement of the house which would allow the family to, in a day
like today, come from the garage into the houseAwithout having to go outside. But, definitely for me
that what would do the most is helping with the scale of the element, making the element disappear a
little more. |

I definitely agree that the sunroom shall not project beyond the plane of the house and |

W1



think that you need to look at the roof. The treatment of the réofs are problematic mostly when | see
this second floor, the second floor makes me think that that projection of 24 feet back, the extension of
24 feet, Anne, can you come back one? In the second floor plan, the.master suite looks out of
proportions. Basically, when | look at this plan, my first reaction is, this is too deep> It's going far back
too much._

Sé, in terms of that and to resolve the issues that ydu will have with the roofs is what
Commissioner Kirwan mentioned. You're going to have to look at the overall proportions of these
elements. | think it Will be a much successful project if the proportions of these pieces are looked
carefully and the ;\roof lines and the way the roofs are sloped really take in consideration how this looks
from every side. |

MR. DAVIS: Can | ask one follow up question?

On the positioning 6f the garage, when we're talking about lowering it, which |
understand and moving it forward, | may be wrong but there may be a zoning piece that states that it

' needs to be behind the structure of the house. If that's the case, would you be comfortable with the

fact that, you know, we're working with the zoning regulations as well?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Yeah, | doﬁ't have any issue with that. We follow the regulations.
Basically, the comment has to do more when you look at Somerset and you look at the patterns of the
houses, the first thing | will tell you is there is no circular driveway in Somerset. |live very close there
and | haven't seen one; that's one. And the second is you will see in some cases these detached
elements are much further tucked into the house. In this case, | don't think it makés any sense in trying
to tuck this element behind the house and that was my suggestion tﬁat maybe the position has to be
studied responding to whatever zoning guiciance you need to comply. The element probably needs to
go further down into the ground.

MR. DAVIS: Okay.

MS. WHITNEY: I'm going to also harp on the sunroom needing to be flush with the main



structure. | just wanted you to get that one more time. And I'm going to take a slightly different
position from my fellow Commissioners on the driveway. The guidelines read, "preserve a histé)ric
driveway where it exists." | cannot sanction two driveways. Whén | hear there needs to be a four foot
retaining wall to cut a new driveway into the garage, | can't, | cannot, and | could not approve
something. | may very easily be outweighed on that but that's my sentiment. The original driveway
needs to stay. A circular, a serpentine driveway, | could not sanction that as well. It's just turning into a
highway on that property and I'm sure that's not the vision that the homeowners want from their front
porch is asphalt. | just cannot see that.

And those are the only two issues that | was going to weigh on.

MR. DAVIS: So just to clarify, you're basically saying that the garage needs to stay as it is
and the driveway needs to stay as it is and no additional garage space would be entertained?

MS. WHITNEY: | am not saying no additional garage space would be entertained. |
cannot see moving or abandoning the existing driveway, and again, | realize that | am completely
outnumbered on that but I cannot. The drive.way has lived there for a very long time and | cannot see
moving it, changing it, shifting it, or rerc;uting it. |just can't visualize that from the drawings.

| MR. DAViS: Okay.

MS. MILES: I'have a couple thoughts, | mean, | certainly cannot account for having two
driveways or having a front yard’filled with asphalt or having a serpentiné or circular or any other
approach to connect these driveways. | do think that you have a lot of‘options with your existing space.
| think that possibly the first preliminary | proposed that you could essentially make this garage longer
and you could retain the garage in that space. | don't think you have to do that but | think you could
kfiepjhegé?agq appearance there, remove the-driveway, and replace it with permeable.pavers..that/
wogjg-_lopk-p_r'obably-as it originally looked and continue to use that space for bicycles and lawnmowers
and'gardening-equipmentand it would be actually kind of a charming transitional use.30r, you could

just obliterate it, in my opinion, as long as that original massing remains. | think that's the main issue.

.



I don't have a problem having the garage relocated. | do think it sﬁould be lower within
the site. | do think it should relate to the house better, but | think it's fine to have a new garage
essentially in that location. |

| would agree that the sunroom should be pulled in so that it is no longer beyond the
plane of the existing house to the left elevation and | also do agree that the master suite is making the
rear too large and making the roof line too large and it's an awkward sized room even. | think that
inter\nally the program is not going to work as well.

So, | would say those are my comménts and | don't have any objection to the retaining
wall for the garage, and | would also like to see more information about trees before | would comment
on trees. And, | think you've got a pretty strong unani_fnity on most issues, okay? Any additional
questions?

MR. DAVIS: Not really, no, thank yoﬁ.

MS. MILES: All right, very good. Thaiiks very much.

MR. DAVIS: All right, thanks.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

" STAFF REPORT
Addresgz 4712 Cumberland Avenue, Chevy Chase Meeting Date: 10/9/13
Applicant: Sandy Spring Builders (Luke Olson, Agent) Report Date: 10/2/13
Resource: Contributing Resource Public Notice: 9/25/13
Somerset Historic District
Review: Preliminary Consultation Tax Credit:  None
Case Number: N/A : ) Staff: Anne Fothergill/

: Josh Silver
PROPOSAL: Construction of addition and garage

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the applicants revise the plans based on the HPC’s comments and return for a
Historic Area Work Permit application.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource within the Somerset Historic District
STYLE: Colonial Revival

DATE: 1929

BACKGROUND:

In May 2011 the HPC reviewed a proposal to remove the existing integrated garage and room above and
construct a side addition. The HPC did not support the removal of the original east block of the house.

In September 2011 The HPC reviewed a second proposal that retained and repurposed the existing garage
and added a rear addition to the house and two new accessory buildings—a garage at the front left side of

the house with a connection to the house over the driveway and a pool/guest house behind the new garage.
The proposal also included a new pool, patio, and retaining walls. The Commission had a lot of concerns

about the two new buildings, numerous tall retaining walls, and the overall impact to the site due to the

topography.

In December 2011 the HPC reviewed a third proposal and supported the proposed rear addition and new
garage on the west side of the house. The Town subsequently approved the proposal including the new
curb cut and driveway.

In April 2012 the HPC approved the Historic Area Work Permit for a rear addition, detached garage, tree
removal and new driveway at the west side of the property with three conditions: the infill area below and
around the new windows (the existing garage door) will be stucco; the new garage doors will be wood; the
new garage doors will be reviewed and approved at the staff level.

The applicants have determined that the previous application showed the grade incorrectly and that the
garage cannot be constructed in the approved location because of zoning restrictions and that a detached




garage would need to be pushed back and require a 10 foot foundation wall (see Circles 2ot b.

PROPOSAL

The applicants are proposing a plan that is very similar to what the HPC previously approved with a few
significant changes. Like the approved plan, the applicants are proposing to construct a rear addition and
to repurpose the existing garage, remove the existing driveway, construct a new driveway at the west side
(located to avoid trees), and construct a two-car garage at the west side. The significant changes from the
approved plan are the new garage is no longer detached but attached to the rear addition at the west side.
This will allow the applicants to avoid the very tall foundation walls that would be required should a
detached garage be built behind this house because of its significant grade change in the back yard. The
HPC-approved and proposed plans are in Circles __IY-2.5~

The applicants propose to remove the rear (south) screened porch and construct a two-story rear addition
with a 1* floor covered porch, 2" floor rear roof deck, and foundation level covered terrace. They propose
to construct a 20’ x 23’ two- car garage attached at the right side of the addition. They propose to remove
the existing garage door on the front of the house and install wood windows at the foundation level and a
block foundation to match the existing.

The proposed materials for the addition and the new garage are fiber cement shingle siding, asphalt shingle
roofing, wood windows with simulated divided lights, paintable synthetic trim, asphalt shingle roofing,
wood doors, synthetic columns, stone veneer at lower level, metal railing, metal porch roofing, skylights,
and a wooden carriage style garage and stucco foundation on the garage.

The applicants propose a new curb cut, apron and driveway (material not specified) to the garage on the
right side of the house, which was located to minimize impacts to two elm trees along the curb and
approved by the Town. There will be a new concrete walkway from the new driveway to the front door.
The existing driveway will be removed. They propose to remove five trees: 14” & 24” elm, 12” & 18”
pine, and one dogwood.

The Town of Somerset will review the new proposal prior to the HPC meeting,

Photos of existing conditions are in Circles Z %"14

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 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
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 #2: The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive
materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.

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 Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Districts in Montgomery County, Maryland state:

Basic Principles for an Addition
The overall design of an addition should be in keeping with the design of the primary structure.
Design elements should take their cue from the primary structure, but this does not preclude
contemporary interpretations, nor discourage differentiating the addition from the historic building.
Keeping the size of the addition small, in relation to the main structure, also will help minimize its
visual impacts. It is also important that an addition not obscure any significant features of a
building. If the addition is placed to the rear of the existing structure, it is less likely to affect such
features. Side additions are generally discouraged.

Design a new addition to be compatible with the primary structure.
18.1 Place an addition at the rear of a building to minimize its visual impacts.
18.2 Do not obscure, damage, destroy or remove original architectural details and materials of the primary
structure.
18.3 An addition should be compatible in scale with the primary structure.
18.4 Use building materials that are compatible with those of the primary structure.




18.5 An addition should be compatible in character with the primary structure.
18.6 Use windows that are similar in character to those of the main structure.
18.7 The roof form and slope of a new addition should be in character with and subordinate to that of the
primary building.

Preserve mature landscape and trees, and natural vegetation when feasible.
10.1 Maintain historic trees and shrubs.
* A champion, species, or mature trees should not be removed unless the tree is dying, dead,
diseased or poses a safety hazard to the residents or public.
» If proposed new construction is adjacent to or within the drip line of any tree six inches in
diameter or larger, an accurate tree survey must be filed with the application. The tree survey must
indicate the size, location, and species of trees.
» Removal of trees of more than six inches in diameter require a permit and must be reviewed by
the Historic Preservation Commission. Other county and municipal ordinances may also apply.
« If a tree is cut down, at least one replacement tree, of a similar kind should be replanted in its
place, unless it would damage the house.
* Replacement plant materials should be similar in kind, size or equivalent massing to the plants
removed

DRIVEWAYS
When parking was originally introduced to most historic areas, it was an ancillary use and was
located to the rear of a site. This tradition should be continued, and in all cases, the visual impacts
of parking - which includes driveways, garages, and garage doors - should be minimized.
Historic driveways should be preserved.
11.1 Preserve a historic driveway where it exists.
* The orientation of a driveway on a site should be preserved. t
* The original driveway design should be preserved. For example, if the driveway has two paved
driving strips with turf between the strips, when replacement is needed, a new driveway should
take this design.
* The design and layout of bricks or pavers should be preserved.
* Original materials should be preserved and repaired when possible.

New driveways should have compatible materials and a minimal square footage.
11.3 Use paving materials that will minimize a driveway’s impact.
» Decomposed granite, pea gravel, exposed aggregate concrete, gravel or chip and seal are
appropriate paving materials. )
* Consider installing two paved strips with turf between them instead of a single, wide paved
surface.
* Large areas of paving are inappropriate.
* Plain asphalt or black top is discouraged.
» Use materials that are pervious to water to minimize rain water runoff into the street or onto
adjacent properties.

11.4 Locate new driveways such that they will minimize the impact on the historic resource, its
environmental setting, and the streetscape.

* New driveways should be sited to the side or rear of the primary structure.

» Installing new driveways in front of historic resources, such as a semi-circular drive, is generally
inappropriate

A retaining wall should be stepped, clad, finished or articulated to reduce its visual mass and scale.
13.2 Retaining walls should follow the natural topography and be articulated and finished to
minimize visual impact.

« Use native rock or other masonry that conveys a sense of scale and blends in with the
surrounding context.
» Where a taller retaining wall is needed, a series of terraced or stepped walls is preferred.




* Screen retaining walls with landscaping, such as trees and shrubs.
* Concrete retaining walls faced with stone are preferred over undressed concrete.

Overall, the applicants are using the HPC-approved plans as the basis of their plans. However, they have
determined that there were some inaccuracies in the grade changes that were shown and some zoning
information that was not accurately reflected in the plans and they have revised the plans to reflect those
and to avoid very tall foundation walls (See Circles ZAZF). The topography of this site is very .
challenging and really limits what can be done on this property without having a significant and
detrimental impact on the site.

The removal of the rear screened porch and the construction of a clearly differentiated rear addition is in
keeping with the Guidelines and was approved by the HPC. The proposed rear addition is compatible in
scale with this house. The proposed roof ridge is lower than the historic block’s roof ridge and the original
east (left) corners of the house will remain visible. The rear right corner of the house is now obscured by
the attached garage and the applicants should push it back so that west side corner is also exposed and
visible.

The block of the original integrated garage and room above it has been retained and will be altered at the
foundation/garage door level. However, it should be noted that the HPC required that the infill area
(where the garage door is currently) around the new windows be stucco and the applicants may not have

~ been aware of that condition. If the HPC requires that infill area be stucco that should be made clear to the

applicants.

An attached two-car garage is not generally supported in a historic district but in this case it connects only
to the rear addition and not to the historic block and is low and will be set back from the street. If the
applicants were to build a detached garage it would need to be pushed so far back that very tall retaining
walls would be required and that is not a preferred approach in terms of major impact to the site. The
applicants have tweaked the approved driveway so that it is straighter and it now appears to be larger with
more pavement. The driveway material has not been specified (the approval was for concrete pavers) and

staff would recommend the applicants select a pervious material and propose the least amount of pavement

possible. Additionally, staff would recommend that the applicants install a walkway (or stepping stones)
from the street to the front door, not just from the door to the driveway.

The proposed addition follows the same general design as the approved plans but there are some
differences in the design that the HPC may find incompatible with this house. The HPC should review and
discuss with the applicants whether they need to simplify/revise:

e the fenestration on the left side and rear of the addition
" the rear elevation of the addition
the basement level terrace and large amounts of stone
the depth of the addition with the approximately 12’ extension of porch/roof deck/at-grade terrace ,

Additionally, the HPC should provide comments on other details of the proposal including the attached garage and
its connection at the rear right corner of the house, the driveway size and material, and the stucco on the front
elevation (where the garage door is currently).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The applicants should revise the plans based on the HPC’s comments and return for a Historic Area Work
Permit application.
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a Descrintion of fs} end 1 satting, inchuding thelr historedd fachures end significenco:

The exustmg house is 2 1/2 story tall center hall Colonial with painted contoured lap
asbestos siding, a stone & block base, wood windows, trim and detailing. There is
an existing attached garage with a sunroom above on the left side of the house. The
rear of the house has a raised screen porch with a walk-out basement below. The
house is a contributing resource in the Town of Somerset Historic Disltrict.

b. Generel description of project and its etfoct on the historic resaurcols), tho envirenmemed soting, end, where epplicobly, tha histaric district

See attached.

SIVEPLAN
Sis end environmentz! setting, drawn to scafe. You may use your piot Your sito plen must inchude:

a. thoscele, north armow, and dats;

b. di ions of af) existing and d ; end

] nep

A Schemetic construction pleas, with marked dimensions, indicating bocation, size end genera! type of walls, window and door openngs, and ather
fored teatues of both the existing resource!s) and tho crasosed work.

b B {facedos], with ﬁvmmdcammawlgwnpoudwcﬂm-“m"_ ion and, when epprop
A itls end fi Fropesad for the extorior must be notcd on the clovets ings. An axisting end & propesed clovation drawing of ezch
facady sffected by the proposed work is requred
HATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS
G ) iption of and do d itemns proposed for posetion in the wark of tha project. This idormetion may be included on your
dssign drawmgs

3 uwfymupmmwhi:wimmmmmmmm,mmammupm.ummuw‘mm
front of photographs.

b. Clearly label photogrzphic prints of the resource s viowed from the public right-of-way and of the sdjoining propertios. Al tedets shauid be pleced on
the front of phatographs.

JBEE SURVEY

H you Me PIOpSSIng CONSTULDCN adjacent 1o or withm the dripline of any tres 6° or Izrger in diamater (a1 approximstoly & fect above the ground), you
must fila en sccurate tres survey identifying the size, location, and specias of esch tres of at least that dimension.

For ALL projects, provide an accursts fist of sdjacent £nd confronting propesty owners (not tanants), including namesx, addressas, and zip codes. Thus st
should inctuda the owners of a¥ lots or parcels which adjotn the parcel in question, a3 well &3 the avwner(s) of lotfs) or porcel{s) which 66 directly across
the streethighway from ths garce in question.

PLEASE PRINT (1N BLUE OR BLACK 152) 08 TYPE THIS IFOIMATION 8 THE FOLLOWIRG PAGE.
PLEASE STAY WITHIN THE GLRDES OF THE TEMPLATE, AS THIS WILL BE PROTOCCMED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LABELS.

I~



b. General description of proje'ct and its effects on the historic resource(s), the environmental setting,
and, where applicable, the historic district:

The scope of work includesthe demolition of the rear screened porch and areaway, and a two-
story addition on the rear of the existing house consisting of a Kitchen and Family Room, with a Rec
Room below and a Master Bedroom suite above. We are also proposing renovation of the existing
interior spaces, a Screened Porch and Deck at the rear of the addition and an attached 2-car garage. The:
new garage door would be a painted/stained wood carriage -style garage door with multiple lights and
paneling. The existing garage would be enclosed with double hung windows and block to match
existing, as was previously approved, and the existing driveway would be removed and replanted with
sod. A new curb-cut, apron and driveway would be installed on the right side of the property and lead
up to the new garage. The new driveway would be located so that it does not negatively impact the
existing elms in the right-of-way.

To retain the significance of the original house, we have located the addition entirely to the rear
of the house and stepped back the addition where the two meet. The addition is subordinate in size and
scale to the original house, with a matching eave height /profile and a lowered ridge height. We have
specified material on the addition that are consistent with the existing historic materials and have been
previously approved for this property (stone and ptd stucco foundation, Hardie-shake siding, asphalt
shingles, wood divided light windows, ptd synthetic wood trim and details). Our proposal is similar in
size and scale to a previously approved hawp application and would affect the same number of trees
(12" & 18" pines, two dogwoods, a 14" elm & a 24" elm).

We'd like to emphasize that our proposed addition is designed to be an improvement to the site
from the approved design, which called for significant re-grading and imposing retaining walls to
construct a detached two-car garage on a steeply sloping lot.



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

Luxspers mailing address
Sody Spe, Budlles
(705 Ut UngMla Ave
ReMed, ™D 29314

S
Owaerls Agent’s mailing address
Lules Ao
Gt PRUTTEXTS

BewesOA, MD 24

7735 ob CERLETILY RD ume 700

Adjacent and confronting Property Owners mailing addresses

TRVING ScuNEIDER
5812 WALWI¢ck PL
CHevY CHASE, MO 24815

ARNE SORENSON
S810 wWhrwick PL
Chevy cHase, MD 20816

Evéene TiwmaN ¢
BoNNIE THOMSON

£808 WAWIck PL
CHEVY cHAsE MD 20815

Dand STERN % TRacEy Hughes
5806 WARWICK PL
Chevy ChAse MD 20815

ANN MITcHELL

Y4769 DorseT Ave
CHEvy CHASE MD 20815

GEoRGE HARMAN Tw. %
Donna  HARMAN

U714 Deorser Ave

Chevy cHASE MD 20815




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

ailing address

Owner’s Agent’s mailing addrgss———"""

Adjacent and confronting Propérty Owners mailing addresses

Pearson SUNDERLAND §
SOZAN kKovAmick

UTI8 CuMSERLAND ave
CHEvY CHASE MD 20815

Mape KLaPow ¢ Kewy Krapouws

U707 cymBeRLAND AvE
CHevy chase MD 2vais”

DANE DowtLING § HARvEy ALTER
Y109 CuMmrenLanD A
| auevy CHASE MD 208I5

Rogeat wWeNaez § Katnyn
9711 wMmeeRLAND AVE
CHEVy chase MD 20815~

et

MAR.Y ALLEN ToNOWVE

Y715 cvMBERLAND AVE
CHEVy ChASE MO 20816
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VIEW FROM STREET TO LEFT SIDE OF PROPERTY
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VIEW OF LEFT SIDE OF HOUSE — GARAGE BELOW WITH SUNROOM ABOVE
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT
Address: 4712 Cumberland Avenue, Chevy Chase Meeting Date: 5/25/11
Applicant: Kevin Davis and Robert Maggin Report Date: 5/18/11
Resource: Contribuﬁng Resource ' Public Notice: 5/11/11
Somerset Historic District
Review: Preliminary Consultation Tax Credit:  None
Case Number: N/A Staff: Anne Fothergill

PROPOSAL: Side and rear addition and alterations to house

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the applicant make revisions based on the HPC’s comments and return for a
HAWP, :

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource within the Somerset Historic District
STYLE: Colonial Revival : ’
DATE: 1929

Excerpt from Places in the Past:

36/35 SOMERSET HISTORIC DISTRICT (1890)

Somerset Heights, established in 1890, was one of Montgomery County's earliest streetcar suburbs. Five
U.S. Department of Agriculture scientists formed the Somerset Heights Land Company, together
purchasing 50 acres of the Williams Farm just outside of Washington D.C. Founders platted a community
with a grid system of streets named after counties in England. Large lots with 30-foot setbacks sold for
prices lower than those in the District of Columbia, were promoted as healthful and free of malaria. Three
electric trolley lines and a steam railway (the present Georgetown Branch) were nearby for an easy
commute to the District, while low taxes and the ability to vote in Maryland were also attractive selling
points.

The Somerset Heights Land Company provided only minimal amenities to early residents. The company
installed rudimentary water and sewer service. Though it promised improved roads, thoroughfares were
muddy streets for many years. In addition, sewer problems, roaming farm animals, frozen water pipes, and
lack of local schools and fire rescue were conditions plaguing early residents. In 1905, there were 35
families living in Somerset. Citizens successfully petitioned for a State Charter to incorporate as a town
government and elected a mayor on May 7, 1906. The town council greatly improved the community’s




qualfty of life, upgrading roads, repairing pipes, providing adequate water service, and contracting for fire
service.

Most of the houses in Somerset were not architect-designed showplaces but builder’s versions of plan-
book designs. Residents were solidly middle class, many of who worked for the USDA. Resident
community founders did not construct high-style architectural gems, as in Chevy Chase’s Section 2 or
Otterbourne. If their houses, the first built in the community, set a tone for subsequent residences it was
one of unassuming comfort.

Four of the company founders, Dr. Harvey E. Wiley, Dr. Charles Crampton, Dr. Daniel E. Salmon, and
Miles Fuller had built large homes for themselves, by 1895. The intersection of Summit and Dorset
Avenues, where the houses clustered, is known locally as Founder’s Corners. The first house built in
Somerset was the Wiley-Ringland House (1891 NR), 4722 Dorset Avenue, which Harvey Wiley, founder
of the Pure Food and Drug Act, intended as a home for his parents. Its cubical Four Square form is
enlivened with a polygonal bay and wrap-around porch. After a 1978 fire, the house was abandoned and is
now in the process of restoration. Daniel Salmon, a community founder, built the Salmon House (1893),
4728 Dorset Avenue, a front-gable Colonial Revival residence with wrap-around porch. Salmon was an
internationally known scientist and chief of the USDA’s Bureau of Animal Industry. The first occupied
house in Somerset was the Crampton House (1893), 4805 Dorset Avenue. Dr. Crampton, assistant chief
of the USDA’s Bureau of Chemistry, was Somerset’s first mayor.

Early examples of standardized builder houses are found in Somerset. In 1900, developer Edward C.
Halliday contracted with builders Richard and William Ough to build speculative houses. Most of the
Ough houses date from 1901 and are Four Squares with gable-on-hip roofs.

The Biggs House, 4718 Cumberland, (1899) was the first house in Somerset with central heating and
radiators. Warren W. Biggs was Mayor of Somerset from 1912 -16. One of the few examples of high-style
architecture in Somerset is the Nelson House (c1910), 4823 Dorset Avenue. Dr. James Nelson, a USDA
entomologist built this multi-gabled, Shingle Style house.

Today, the mature trees, landscaping, and original grid system of streets complement the visual streetscape
established a century ago. Other important features enhancing the historic character of the Somerset
community include: the spacing and rhythm of the buildings, the uniform scale of the existing houses, the
relationship of houses to the street, the ample-sized lots and patterns of open space in the neighborhood.

PROPOSAL

The applicants are proposing to remove the east side attached one-car garage and room above it and
construct a new 24’ x 30’ 1 ' story addition. The addition will have a shed dormer off the rear and a two-
car garage below that is accessed from the east side. They also propose to remove the rear (south) screened
porch and construct a two-story 24’ x 24’ rear addition. They propose a new covered porch or deck off the
east side of the rear addition. The driveway will be removed and will be rerouted around the east side.

The current wall in front of the house will be removed and there will be a new retaining wall at the front.

The proposed materials are a stucco veneer foundation, wood siding to match the existing, wood double
hung windows with simulated divided lights, asphalt shingle roofing, paintable synthetic trim (Azek or
similar) ,and an asphalt driveway to connect to the existing asphalt driveway.

The applicants plan to replace the existing asphalt shingle roofing with a new asphalt shingle roof on the
historic house, which will not require HPC approval.

@




The Town of Somerset has received this pro.posal.

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 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 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) It is 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 #2: The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive
materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.

6



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 Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Districts in Montgomery County, Maryland state:

Basic Principles for an Addition
The overall design of an addition should be in keeping with the design of the primary
structure. Design elements should take their cue from the primary structure, but this does
not preclude contemporary interpretations, nor discourage differentiating the addition from
the historic building. Keeping the size of the addition small, in relation to the main
structure, also will help minimize its visual impacts. It is also important that an addition
not obscure any significant features of a building. If the addition is placed to the rear of
the existing structure, it is less likely to affect such features. Side additions are generally
discouraged.

Design a new addition to be compatible with the primary structure.

18.1 Place an addition at the rear of a building to minimize its visual impacts. :

18.2 Do not obscure, damage, destroy or remove original architectural details and materials of the primary
structure.

18.3 An addition should be compatible in scale with the primary structure.

18.4 Use building materials that are compatible with those of the primary structure.

18.5 An addition should be compatible in character with the primary structure.

18.6 Use windows that are similar in character to those of the main structure.

18.7 The roof form and slope of a new addition should be in character with and subordinate to that of the
primary building.

Preserve the original form, orientation, and placement of a chimney.
6.1 Preserve an original chimney.
» Maintain, repair and repoint a chimney as required.
* Retain the original height, details, profile and materials of a chimney.
* Avoid removing chimney materials that are in good condition. Replace with similar materials
only when necessary.

Dormers may be an appropriate way to add habitable square footage to attic or upper level spaces.
Dormers should be designed to be in character with the structure.
A new dormer should not adversely affect the historic character of the structure.
7.1 A new dormer should be in character with the design of the primary structure.
* The style of the dormer should match the style and character of the primary structure.
* A dormer should be subordinate to the overall roof mass and should be in scale with those on
similar historic structures.
* The number and size of dormers should not visually overwhelm the scale of the primary
structure.
* The dormer should be located below the ridge line of the primary structure.
* Locating a dormer on a side or rear of a building’s roof is preferred.




Preserve mature landscape and trees, and natural vegetation when feasible.
10.1 Maintain historic trees and shrubs.
+ A champion, species, or mature trees should not be removed unless the tree is dying, dead,
4 diseased or poses a safety hazard to the residents or public.
+ If proposed new construction is adjacent to or within the drip line of any tree six inches in
diameter or larger, an accurate tree survey must be filed with the application. The tree survey must
indicate the size, location, and species of trees.
* Removal of trees of more than six inches in diameter require a permit and must be reviewed by
the Historic Preservation Commission. Other county and municipal ordinances may also apply.
+ If a tree is cut down, at least one replacement tree, of a similar kind should be replanted in its
place, unless it would damage the house.
» Replacement plant materials should be similar in kind, size or equlvalent massing to the plants
removed )
DRIVEWAYS
When parking was originally introduced to most historic areas, it was an ancillary use and was
located to the rear of a site. This tradition should be continued, and in all cases, the visual impacts
of parking - which includes driveways, garages, and garage doors - should be minimized.
Historic driveways should be preserved.
11.1 Preserve a historic driveway where it exists.
» The orientation of a driveway on a site should be preserved.
* The original driveway design should be preserved. For example, if the driveway has two paved
driving strips with turf between the strips, when replacement is needed, a new driveway should
take this design.
* The design and layout of bricks or pavers should be preserved.
« Original materials should be preserved and repaired when possible.

New driveways should have compatible materials and a minimal square footage.
11.3 Use paving materials that will minimize a driveway’s impact.
» Decomposed granite, pea gravel, exposed aggregate concrete, gravel or chip and seal are
appropriate paving materials.
» Consider installing two paved strips with turf between them 1nstead of a single, wide paved
surface.
» Large areas of paving are inappropriate.
+ Plain asphalt or black top is discouraged.
+ Use materials that are pervious to water to minimize rain water runoff into the street or onto
adjacent properties.

11.4 Locate new driveways such that they will minimize the impact on the historic resource, its
environmental setting, and the streetscape.

» New driveways should be sited to the side or rear of the primary structure.

+ Installing new driveways in front of historic resources, such as a semi-circular drive, is generally
inappropriate .

A retaining wall should be stepped, clad, finished or articulated to reduce its visual mass and scale.
13.2 Retaining walls should follow the natural topography and be articulated and finished to
minimize visual impact.

» Use native rock or other masonry that conveys a sense of scale and blends in with the
surrounding context.

* Where a taller retaining wall is needed, a series of terraced or stepped walls is preferred.
» Screen retaining walls with landscaping, such as trees and shrubs.

+ Concrete retaining walls faced with stone are preferred over undressed concrete.




The applicants are contract purchasers of this property and they are trying to determine whether the HPC
will support the overall general proposal before they buy the house. They recognize that these plans are
very schematic and that floor plans were not provided. If the I-[PC does support the project they intend to
provide fully detailed plans at the time of the application.

As can be seen in the footprint comparisons provided by the applicants in Circle 10 there are
many large houses in Somerset and expanding this house appropriately probably would not cause it to be
out of scale with the rest. of the historic district. '

The removal of the rear screened porch and the construction of a clearly differentiated rear addition would
be in keeping with the guidelines. The proposed roof ridge is lower than the historic block’s roof ridge and
the original west (right) and east (left) corners of the house will remain visible. The right side elevation
shows a new dormer at the rear but it is not shown in the rear elevation. While a new dormer on the back
of the historic house may be allowed, it is not clear if that is being proposed here.

One question for discussion is about the removal of the existing garage and room above it on the east side
of the house. The applicants do not know if this is an original feature but it is possible. The Sanborn Atlas
is inconclusive but it is staff’s understanding that the foundation material is the same all around the house
(staff was not authorized to walk around the house). Staff was not able to determine the condition of this
section or whether there are original materials. If the HPC determines that the garage and room above it
are a character-defining feature of this house, it is unlikely that its removal would be allowed using the
applicable guidelines. Staff had originally suggested that the applicants put the bulk of the addition behind
the house where it would have less visibility and less overall impact on the house and district. However,
the applicants have stated that there is a significant drop-off both behind and to the left (east) of the house
which limits buildable area. Since the HPC has in certain cases allowed the alteration or removal of
original features from contributing resources (even when visible from the street) and the HPC has allowed
in certain situations new side additions to contributing resources , staff will proceed with the discussion of
the proposed addition.

While side additions are generally discouraged, as stated in the Design Guidelines, because of the site
constraints a side addition may be considered in this case and side addition as proposed may be appropriate -
for this house. The historic house clearly still reads and at 1 ' stories the new block defers to the historic

- block. The proposed side addition’s design is similar to whatcan be seen on many similar era Colonial
Revival houses in this area. Staff recommends that the side addition be reduced in size so that is has a
substantially smaller footprint than the historic block.

The HPC generally does not support attached garages on historic houses. The new garage is located on
the side of a new addition and is partially below ground and is replacing an existing condition of an
attached garage so it is possible the HPC will consider it in this specific case. Staff had suggested building
a new detached garage behind the house but because of the topography and site constraints the applicants
are proposing this design. Staff recommends that the applicants consider the possibility of a detached
garage as they pursue this project further. ’

The chimney is not shown on the side elevation but is on the front so it appears to be just an oversight.
" The chimney should be retained and shown in future plans.

The materials proposed are compatible and appropriate for this house. The new driveway should be as
narrow as possible and staff recommends permeable pavers, exposed aggregate concrete strips, grasscrete

or another material other than asphalt.




The applicants did not note trees on the site plan but at the time of the Preliminary Consultation they
should provide the Commission with information on any trees that will be impacted by the additions.

While this house is a contributing and not outstanding resource, staff is still concerned about the overall
impact of two large additions to this house. If the applicants were proposing only the side addition or only
the rear addition there would be substantially less impact to the historic house and district. Staff
recommends that the east side addition be reduced in overall size, especially its width.

At the Preliminary Consultation the HPC should provide the applicants with feedback and whether they
support the:
1) removal of rear screened porch and construction of two-story rear addition with covered side porch
2) removal of east garage and room above
3) construction of 1 % story side addition
4) two car attached garage at east side
5) materials, design, scale and size of proposed additions

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the applicants make any revisions based on the HPC’s comments and return for a
HAWP. '
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Mary]an N’atxona] Capltal Park and. Plannmg Comm1551on
1400: Sprm eét;Suite’ 500°W
Silver: Sprmg, ‘MD 20910

Erom: Kevin' Déws

Pro;ect ‘Architect

Paramount Constiuction, Iné.
Re: 4712 Cu mberland Avénue

Apphcan on for Historic Area Work Permit
f
Anne; i
The attached plcins anddocuments:are for a'preliminary-consultation review by the HPC for
PE oposed addltu)ns to 4712 Cumberland Avenue. Thé proposed'scope of work falls under three
‘mainareas.

1. Dempo the ‘existing side garage and porch as,well as;the rear.covered porch.

2. Addriew baserient | garage'to leftsideof e ghouse with 1 % story addition above and a

new two’story addmon wnth basement to the'rear:

3. Rework ex:stma dnveway ‘from frontload to side'load,
?:

=ver we are

propo , ng that the two areas ofaddmon be more closely attached than whatyou mnaht typlcally
rééommiend. ||

Please let meknow ifyouhave any questions.or-need-any additional information.
3% i

Thanks!
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15809 Paramount Drive

Rockyville, Maryland 20855-9945

Phone: (301) 330-9880 Fax: (301) 330-9882
www.paramountconstruction.net

PARAMOUNT
SESIGN & SUILD

2.15.12

To: Town of Somerset
Building Plan Review
4510 Cumberland Avenue
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

From: Kevin Davis
Project Architect
Paramount Construction, Inc,

'Re: 4712 Cumberland Avenue
Application for Historic Area Work Permit

“The attached plans and documents are being re-submitted for reconsideration of the proposed
detached garage and relocated driveway at 4712 Cumberland Avenue. While the rear addition was
approved by the Town Council on January 3, the detached garage and driveway were not
approved or supported in regards to the recommendation by the Town of Somerset to the Historic
Preservation Committee.

Itwas our general understanding that the new garage and drive were not approved because a lack
of clarity on tree removal, as well as concern by neighbor(s) regarding drainage and increased:
impervious surface. -

In the time since the last meeting we’ve met with Dr. Feather to further detail which trees may or
may not be affected. This meeting also resulted in a proposed relocation of the new curb cut from
the corner of the property to a location between the 10” and 16" elm trees in the RO.W. This move
would give the 16” elm more space as well as preserve most of the shrubs and vegetation bordering
4718 Cumberland. Dr. Feather recommended that the drive be at least 8’ off the property line at
the location near the 14” and 24" elm trees that straddle the property line.

The trees proposed to be removed (to construct the proposed detached garage) are two pine trees
and one dogwood and on 6” ash in the rear yard. It's my understanding from Dr. Feather that these
four trees could comfortably be worked into a new tree planting plan with our permit plans.

The drainage will be further detailed with final building permit plans. However at this pointa
topographic map of this block has been attached to help visualize the overall drainage patterns. It
seemed that there was some concern about drainage effects on 4718 Cumberland. This map shows
that 4718 is actually the highpoint of the block and has drainage downbhill to its surrounding
neighbors. The potential runoff of the new drive to the neighbors that face Warwick Place is




actually improved because the drive is located on the opposite side of the front yard, further from
this property line. , O

Conversations with our site engineers suggest that the drainage created by the drive to the right of
the house would be handled with the drainage from the addition and proposed garage roof, and’
would most likely be incorporated into a rain garden in the level portion of the rear yard. This area
is over 3,000 s.f. and has more than enough space for infiltration purposes. This also would be
detailed in the permit set of plans. '

We are trusting that with this additional information and revision(s) to the plans, this would now
be an acceptable proposal for the board to approve and recommend for approval to the HPC.
Thanks for your consideration.- With the Town of Somersét’s approval these plans will be for a
Historic Area Work Permit. ' ' '

Thanks!

Kevin Davis

Project Architect
(240) 372-9776 cell
(301) 330-9880 office,







Foundation Material:

Siding Mz;lten'alz
Windows:

* Roofing:
Exterior Trim:

‘Driveway:

Project Specifications
4712 Cumberland Avenue

Existing foundation is block. Proposed foundation material would be
a stucco finish. '

Existing siding is horizontal contoured lap siding. Proposed siding

. would be James Hardi shake siding

Proposed windows would be double hung with:divided lights to

complement existing double hung windows.

Existing roofing is asphalt shirigles. Proposed roof to be asphalt
shingles. . ‘

- Proposed trim would be synthetic wood painted with size and scale

of trim to complement existing painted trim.

Proposed drive would be asphalt with new concrete apron. -
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This version amends the version introduced 12/5/11
- Double Underline indicates text
, added by amendment;
- ot _ Double Boldface Brackets [[ ]] indicates text that is

deleted by amendment
Bill No: 07-11 .
- Introduced: ©12-5-11.
Passed: - 1-3-12
Approved: -y -1\
Effective: . le-I

Ordinange No.: 07-11

" ORDINANCE TO AMEND TOWN OF SOMERSET CODE:
CHAPTER 3, STREETS AND SIDEWALKS,
- SECTIONS 3-103, 3-105, 3-106; AND 3-111, AND TO
RENUMBER SECTIONS 3-107, 3-108, 3-109, AND 3-110

WHEREAS, the Charter of the Town of Somerset Section 83-68(a) peﬁnits the Town to
“do whatever it deems necessary to establish, operate, maintain in good condition, and regulate
the use of public ways of the town™; and

WHEREAS, the Charter of the Town of Somerset Section 83-68(b) provides that the
Town “may require that a permit be obtained from it and a reasonable deposit to safeguard the
town be made before any cuts or openings are made in any street, curb, or sidewalk”; and

A WHEREAS, the Charter of the Town of Somerset Section 83-69(5) provides that the
Town has the power to “install, construct, reconstruct, repair, and maintain curbs and gutters
along any town public way or part thereof™; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council of the Town of Somerset wishes to amend its
requirements applicable to new curb cuts, and to the removal of existing curb cuts; and

WHEREAS, the Town is concerned about removal of trees, reduction in the area
available for plantings, reduction in the space available for on-street parking, the amount of"
impervious surface, traffic and pedestrian safety and Town aesthetics; and

WHEREAS based on these concerns, the Town wishes to limit new curb cuts to one per
_property, to limit the width of new driveways and driveway aprons, and to require certain
improvements when a curb cut is removed; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council wishes to permit under certain circumstances, waiver of
- these requirements as it recognizes that conditions specific to a particular property may make
waiver appropriate to better achieve the purposes of this Amendment.




BE IT ORDAINED by the Town Council of the Town of Somerset that Chapter 3

Section 3-103 and Sections 3-105 through 3-111 be amended as follows ([deletions in brackets],
NEW MATTER IN BOLD CAPITAL LETTERS):

CHAPTER 3 STREETS AND SIDEWALKS

Article I In General

Section 3-103. Action on Permit ADDlicafion

(a)

®

Temporary Permit
T % * * *

Driveway Apron or Curb Cut.
(1) The Town Council shall act upon the permit application for a permanent driveway

apron or curb cut following the procedures and criteria for consideration of building

permii applications AND THE PROCEDURES AND CRITERIA IN THIS
ARTICLE.

(2) IF A PROPERTY HAS ACCESS THROUGH AN EXISTING CURB CUT, NO
MMAL CURB CUTS MAY BE APPROVED FOR THAT PROPERLY.
[[THIS SUBSECTION IS APPLICABLE EVEN IF THE ACCESS IS SHARED
WITH ANOTHER PROPERTY THROUGH A SINGLE CURB CUT.]] FOR A

(3) WHEN CONSIDERING AN APPLICATION FOR ANY NEW CURB CUT
AND ITS LOCATION, THE TOWN COUNCIL SHALL TAKE INTO
CONSIDERATION SUCH FACTORS AS CHARACTER OF THE STREET,
RENLQVAL OF TREES, REDUCTION IN THE AREA AVAILABLE FOR

PLANTINGS, AMOUNT OF IMPERVIOUS SURFACE, REDUCTION IN THE
SPACE AVAILABLE FOR ON-STREET PARKING, _TRAFFIC AND

T~

2




PEDESTRIAN SAFETY, AND LOCATION OF - PUBLIC UTILITY Vo

STRUCTURES.

_ (4) FOR ALL NEW CURB CUTS, A PRIVATE DRIVEWAY WHICH CROSSES
' A SIDEWALK IN THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY MAY NOT EXCEED TEN
(10) FEET IN WIDTH IN THE AREA BETWEEN THE STREET PAVEMENT
' AND THE EDGE OF THE SIDEWALK FARTHEST FROM THE STREET, !

EXCEPT THAT THE APRON MAY EXTEND BEYOND THIS TEN FOOT -

WIDTH, AS PROVIDED IN SECTION 3-103(B)(6). .

(5) FOR ALL NEW CURB CUTS, A PRIVATE DRIVEWAY WHICH DOES NOT

" CROSS A SIDEWALK IN THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY MAY NOT EXCEED
TEN (10) FEET IN WIDTH WITHIN SEVEN (7) FEET OF THE STREET
PAVEMENT, EXCEPT THAT THE APRON MAY EXTEND BEYOND THIS
TEN FOOT WIDTH, AS PROVIDED IN SECTION 3-103(B)(6).

(6) THE APRON WHERE THE DRIVEWAY CONNECTS WITH THE

STREET PAVEMENT SHALL BE ALLOWED A FIVE-FOOT RADIUS ON

EACH SIDE OF ,THE DRIVEWAY FOR A TOTAL ENTRANCE AT THE
" CURBSIDE NOT TO EXCEED TWENTY (20) FEET IN WIDTH.

Section 3-105. ELIMINATION OF CURB CUT

WHEN A PROPERTY OWNER ELIMINATES A CURB CUT, THE PROPERTY
OWNER SHALL INSTALL, AT THE PROPERTY OWNER’S EXPENSE, A CURB,
SIDEWALK, GRASS, AND/OR TREES OR OTHER PLANTINGS, SO THAT THE
AREA WHERE THE CURB CUT IS ELIMINATED IS CONSISTENT WITH THE

ADJACENT AREA.

Section 3-106. EXISTING CURB CUTS

[




A)  MORE THAN ONE CURB CUT PER PROPERTY

IF A PROPERTY HAS MORE THAN ONE CURB CUT LAWFiJLLY EXISTING
OR APPROVED FOR A PERMIT AS OF DECEMBER 35, 2011, SUCH CURB
CUTS SHALL REMAIN LAWFUL AND MAY CONTINUE IN USE.

(B) EXISTING CURB CUTS AND DRIVEWAY APRONS GREATER THAN
TWENTY FEET IN WIDTH

ALL CURB CUTS AND DRIVEWAY APRONS THAT WERE LAWFULLY
EXISTING OR APPROVED FOR A PERMIT AS OF DECEMBER 5, 2011 THAT
DO NOT COMPLY WITH THE TWENTY (20) FOOT WIDTH LIMIT
DESCRIBED IN SECTION 3-103(B)(6); SHALL REMAIN LAWFUL AND MAY

CONTINUE IN USE.
Séction [3-105i 3-107. - Provisions Not Applical;le to WSSC -
* % * *
Segtion [3-106] 3;108. Indicgtio'n of Obs;ruction
* * * *
Séction: [3-107] 3-109. .. Destruction of Streets. ‘
* * * *

Section [3-108] 3-110. Penalties




Section 3-111. WAIVER

THE TOWN COUNCIL MAY GRANT A WAIVER FROM THE DRIVEWAY AND
CURB CUT REQUIREMENTS OF THIS ARTICLE IF THE TOWN COUNCIL FINDS
DUE TO CONDITIONS SPECIFIC TO THAT PROPERTY
SUCH WAIVER WILL:
| " (A)LESSEN TRAFFIC CONSTRAINTS; _
(B) LESSEN ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS; OR
(C)IMPROVE SAFETY. ' |

The above Ordinance was adopted at a regular meeting of the Town Council on January 3, 2012

by a:vote of 5 to 0.

Certified -5\ Approved |- -1 2~

Richard Chamnovich - & je)DA'{Sl%m

Clerk-Treasurer
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
' 301-563-3400

WEDNESDAY - A
February 8,2012 .,
MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION L
MRO AUDITORIUM . a

. 8787 GEORGIA AVENUE
SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20910

PLEASE NOTE: The HPC agenda is subject to change any time after printing or during the commission meeting.
Please contact the Historic Preservation Commission staff at the number above to obtain current information. If*
vour application is-included on this agenda, you or your representative is expected to attend. Please arrive at the

meeting at 7:30pm.

HPC WORKSESSION - 7:00 p.m. in Third Floor Conference Room

HPC MEETING - 7:30 p.m. in MRO Auditorium

L. HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMITS

Al For *** at 2411 Holman Avenue, Silver Sprmg (HPC Case No. 31/08-12A) (Forest Glen
Historic District)

B. For ***at 6 Post Office Road, Silver Sprmg (HPC Case No. 3 1/07 12A) (Capltol View
Park Historic Dlstrlct)

C. For *** gt 13 Columbia Avenue, Takoma Park (HPC Case No 37/03 12A) (Takoma
Park Historic District) . , L

D. For *** at 7213 Holly Avenue Takoma Park (HPC Case No. 37/03-12B) (Takoma Park -
. Historic District) _

E. For ***at 4805 Cumberland Avenue, Chevy Chase (HPC Case No. 35/36-‘12A') .
(Somerset Historic District) ‘

F. Mark and Patience Ball for revisios to abproved plans at 10200 Kensington Parkway,
Kensington (31/06-12B) (Kensington Historic District)

II. PRELIMINARY CONSULTATIONS

A 0L F o
A. .
an- I . > o .
1. MIN'UTESJ jm.-'zzf ("&w S oy

A, '
B. (if available)

IV. OTHER BUSINESS

A. Corhmission Items
B. Staff Items o




15809 Paramount Drive
Y\ : Rockville, Maryland 20855-9945
Y ‘ ' _ ' Phone: (301) 330-9880 Fax: (301) 330-9882

PARAMOUNT : www.paramountconstruction.net -
DESIGN & BUILD )
9.1.11

To: Town of Somerset

Building Plan Review
~ 4510 Cumberland Avenue
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

From: Kevin Davis
Project Architect
Paramount Construction, Inc.

Re: 4712 Cumberland Avenue
Application for Historic Area Work Permit

The attached plans and documents are for a review by Town of Somerset as required for a Historic

‘Area Work Permit. The project is located at 4712 Cumberland Avenue. The proposed scope of

work is as follows:

1. Add atwo car detached garage to the right (West) side of the property. The existing garage
would be enclosed for interior use. Existing drive and curb cut will be removed, regarded
with new sod. The existing apron would be replaced with new curb and gutter. A new drive
would belocated on the west side of the property. A new curb cut and apron would be
constructed. v

2. Add atwo story rear addition with basement to the rear of the current house. The materials
would be per the following project specifications.

With the Town of Somerset’s approval and or comments these plans will be submitted to the

.Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission for a Historic Area Work Permit on

January 6, 2012.

I Thanks!

Kevin

(240) 372-9776 cell
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT
A'd.dress: 4712 Cumberland Avenue, Chevy Chase Meeting Date: 12/7/11
Applicant: Roxanne Dubois (Kevin Davis, Architect) - Report Date: 11/30/11
Resource: Contributing Resource Public Notice: 11/23/11
Somerset Historic District
Review: 3¢ Preliminary .Consultation . Tax Credit:  None
Case Numbér: N/A ' Staff: Anne Fothergill

PROPOSAL: Partial demolition and construction of addition and garage

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the applicants make revisions based on the HPC’s comments and return for a
HAWP.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource within the Somerset Historic District
STYLE: Colonial Revival - :
DATE: ‘ 1929

BACKGROUND

The HPC reviewed a proposal in May 2011 to remove the existing integrated garage and room above and

" construct a side addition. The HPC did not support the removal of that original feature of the house. Also,
the Commission was concerned that the rear addition was too large and that with the side addition there
was too much being added to the house overall. Plans from the 1¥ Preliminary Consultation are in Circles

55-51 .

The HPC also reviewed a second proposal in September 2011. This proposal retained the existing garage
and added a rear addition to the house and two new accessory buildings—a garage at the front left side of
the house with a connection to the house over the driveway and a pool/guest house behind the new garage.
The plans also showed a new pool, patio, and retaining walls.. The HPC wanted to see a detailed
topography plan since the site’s dropoff will have a major impact on the buildings and walls. The
Commission also was concerned about the design of the two new buildings. See plans from the second
Preliminary Consultation in Circles 29~ 32 and the transcript in Circles 1@~ 2%

PROPOSAL

The applicants are proposing to remove the rear (south) screened porch and construct a two-story rear
addition with an 385 SF increase in the footprint of the house. The addition will have a wood deck behind
it. They also propose to construct a 20° wide x 22’ two- car garage behind the house at the right side. The
proposed materials for the addition and the new garage are a stucco foundation, cedar shake siding, wood



panels, asphalt shingle roofing, wood double hung windows with simulated divided lights, wood casement
picture windows, wood doors, wood transoms, and asphalt shingle roofing to match the house.

The applicants propose two garage doors on the garage with multiple lights and panels (material not
specified). They propose a new garage door on the existing garage (material also not specified). The
applicants plan to replace the existing asphalt shingle roof with a.new asphalt shingle roof on the historic
house, which will not require HPC approval.

The applicants propose a new curb cut, apron and paver driveway to the garage on the right side of the
house. The existing driveway would remain and they propose a connection between the two across the

front lawn. There will be new steps to the front door.

The applicants are aware that they will need approval from the Town of Somerset for the new curb cut and
driveway apron.

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:

(@) 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 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) It is 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 #2: The historic character of a property will be retained and presei'ved. The removal of distinctive
materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.

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 Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Districts in Montgomery County, Maryland state:

Basic Principles for an Addition
The overall design of an addition should be in keeping with the design of the primary structure.
Design elements should take their cue from the primary structure, but this does not preclude
contemporary interpretations, nor discourage differentiating the addition from the historic building.
Keeping the size of the addition small, in relation to the main structure, also will help minimize its
visual impacts. It is also important that an addition not obscure any significant features of a
building. If the addition is placed to the rear of the existing structure, it is less likely to affect such
features. Side additions are generally discouraged.

Design a new addition to be compatible with the primary structure.

18.1 Place an addition at the rear of a building to minimize its visual impacts.

18.2 Do not obscure, damage, destroy or remove original architectural details and materials of the primary
structure.

18.3 An addition should be compatible in scale with the primary structure.

18.4 Use building materials that are compatible with those of the primary structure.

18.5 An addition should be compatible in character with the primary structure.

18.6 Use windows that are similar in character to those of the main structure.

18.7 The roof form and slope of a new addition should be in character with and subordinate to that of the
primary building.

Preserve mature landscape and trees, and natural vegetation when feasible.
10.1 Maintain historic trees and shrubs.
+ A champion, species, or mature trees should not be removed unless the tree is dying, dead,
diseased or poses a safety hazard to the residents or public.
» If proposed new construction is adjacent to or within the drip line of any tree six inches in
diameter or larger, an accurate tree survey must be filed with the application. The tree survey must
indicate the size, location, and species of trees.



'« Removal of trees of more than six inches in diameter require a permit and must be reviewed by
the Historic Preservation Commission. Other county and municipal ordinances may also apply.

* If a tree is cut down, at least one replacement tree, of a similar kind should be replanted in its
place, unless it would damage the house.

* Replacement plant materials should be similar in kind, size or equivalent massing to the plants
removed

DRIVEWAYS
When parking was originally introduced to most historic areas, it was an ancillary use and was
located to the rear of a site. This tradition should be continued, and in all cases, the visual impacts
of parking - which includes driveways, garages, and garage doors - should be minimized.
Historic driveways should be preserved.

11.1 Preserve a historic driveway where it exists.

« The orientation of a driveway on a site should be preserved.

« The original driveway design should be preserved. For example, if the driveway has two paved

driving strips with turf between the strips, when replacement is needed, a new driveway should

take this design.

« The design and layout of bricks or pavers should be preserved.

* Original materials should be preserved and repaired when possible.

New driveways should have compatible materials and a minimal square footage.
11.3 Use paving materials that will minimize a driveway’s impact.
* Decomposed granite, pea gravel, exposed aggregate concrete, gravel or chip and seal are
appropriate paving materials.
+ Consider installing two paved strips with turf between them instead of a single, wnde paved
surface.
« Large areas of paving are inappropriate.
* Plain asphalt or black top is discouraged.
» Use materials that are pervious to water to minimize rain water runoff into the street or onto
adjacent properties.

11.4 Locate new driveways such that they will minimize the impact on the historic resource, its
environmental setting, and the streetscape. :

» New driveways should be sited to the side or rear of the primary structure.

+ Installing new driveways in front of historic resources, such as a semi-circular drive, is generally
inappropriate

A retaining wall should be stepped, clad, finished or articulated to reduce its visual mass and scale.
13.2 Retaining walls should follow the natural topography and be articulated and finished to
minimize visual impact.

» Use native rock or other masonry that conveys a sense of scale and blends in with the
surrounding context.

* Where a taller retaining wall is needed, a series of terraced or stepped walls is preferred.
+ Screen retaining walls with landscaping, such as trees and shrubs.

+ Concrete retaining walls faced with stone are preferred over undressed concrete.

After receiving the topographic study, the applicants have revised their plan. They recognize that new
construction on the left side of the house where the dropoff is so steep would be very complicated and not
well received by the Commission. They have scaled back their plans to a proposal to construct a rear
addition and a new garage behind the house. This is a large improvement that greatly lessens impacts to
the property compared to the previous proposal.

In terms of the current proposal, the removal of the rear screened porch and the construction of a clearly



differentiated rear addition is in keeping with the Guidelines. The proposed rear addition is compatible in
scale with this house. The proposed roof ridge is lower than the historic block’s roof ridge and the original
west (right) and east (left) corners of the house will remain visible. The 2°8” glazed sunroom section of
the house that extends beyond the left side plane of the house is located more than 100 feet from the street
and will not adversely impact the house or streetscape. The original integrated garage has been retained so
all the proposed changes to the house are confined to the rear addition. '

The new garage is appropriately sited and scaled for a lot of this large size. The design and materials are
compatible with the house. The HPC may prefer that the roof pitch match the pitch of the side gable on
the house which would result in a taller but perhaps more compatible structure. One challenge will be the
possibly 10’ foundation walls because of the grade change towards the back of the garage. As discussed at
the last meeting, the applicants will need to do whatever they can to minimize the height of the foundation
walls. ' » :

As noted above in the Design Guidelines, semi circular driveways are generally inappropriate and staff
finds that one would not be appropriate for this property. If the Commission does support it, staff
recommends a material like grass-crete for a softer visual impact. The applicants will need to get approval
from the Town of Somerset for the new curb cut but initial conversations have not indicated that will be
problematic.

The applicants should provide the HPC with information on any trees that will be impacted by the '
proposed construction and protect as many as possible. Many more trees would have been removed for the
construction on the east (left) side of the house than will be impacted by the current proposal.

Overall, the applicants have made a number of constructive changes to this proposal in terms of reducing
impacts to the historic house, the property, and the historic district. At the Preliminary Consultation the
HPC should provide the applicants with feedback on the proposed addition, new garage, and semi-circular
driveway. . ‘ :

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the applicants make any revisions based on the HPC’s comments and return for a
HAWP.
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RS

Ann Mitchell
4709 Dorset Ave
Somerset, MD 20815

LG

Resident )
4718 Cumberland Avenue
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

t.c

Resident
5812 Warwick Pl
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

iil'frmount Construction D& B
Kevin Davis

15809 Parmount Drive
Rockville, MD 20855

No"‘ic .!‘ns For'

Hn.C

Resident -

4709 Cumberland Avenue
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

nec

Resident

5808 Warwick Pl
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

HC:
Roxane Dubois
4712 Cumberland Avenue

Chevy Chase, MD 20820815

I.c

Resident
4711 Cumberland Avenue

Chevy Chase, MD 20815

.G

Resident

5810 Warwick Place
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

H.C

Tracey Hughes

5806 Warwick Pl
Somerset, MD 208 15_
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1 . MS. 'MILES: Thank you, gentlemen. Next wesre going to hear a prélimir;ary for
"2 4712 Cumberland Avenue, Chevy Chase. Th-e applicants are going to come forward, and is there
3  astaff réport?
4 ’ MS. FOTHERGILL: There is. The commission is familiar with this property.
5  The applicants came to the commission in May 2011 with a proposal, and at that time they were
6  the contract purchaser. Now they are the agent for the owner, so they are no Ionger the contract
7 purchasér. But, in the previous plan in May, the proposal was to remove the existing integrated
8 garage and room above, ;lnd construct a side addition, as well as a rear addition. And the
9  commission didnat support the removal of that original feature of the house. And the commission .
.10 was concerned that the rear addition as too large, and with the side addition there was too much
11  being addeq to the house overali.
12 C Solthe applicants are back, and they are proposing to refnove the rear screen
13 porch, which was not an issue in the first preliminary, and construct a smaller rear addition than
14. shown previously. Itss 18 by 30, two-story rear addition. And they are proposing a 22 by 24 foot
15  one and a half story rear Ioading two car garage at the left of the house. One of the discussion
16  points was the idea of rather than coﬁstructing a side addition, perilaps bringing it off the house
17  dnd connecting it with some sort of breeze way or connection. And I believe the commissioner
18 who originally proposed .that for discussion isnat here tonight, but the transcript was in your packet
19  foryou to review. | |
20 So in order to be able to construct a garage to the side of the house, it has to be
21  connected. So they are proposing an enclosed hé]l that goes above and across the driveway, and
22 the driveway will now extend around the east sid’e of the house to access the rear loading garage.
23  They also propose a guest pool house with thg same dimension and design directly behirid the
24 garage and in between is a paver courtyard between the two buildings.

- 25 They propose.a new deck off the east side of the rear addition with steps down to

0
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1  aproposed patio and swimming pool, and you will see in your plans that there isa proposal to

2 construct a new gable roof form over the existing east side room above the garage.

3 The proposed materials are stucco foundation, cedar shake siding, wood double

4  hung windows with simulated divided lights and an asphalt shinglbe rooﬁng to match the hou;e.

5  Theydo p‘ropose a new garage door on the existing garage and to replace the existing asphalt roof,

6  which doesnst require HPC approval. As we discussed before and will discu’ss agai'n tonight, this

7 lot has a dramatic slope behind the house and so that has provided some constraints to the

8  construction, and also some comments from staff on the design.

9 . ~So here is thie house, and that I believe most of you are familiar with. There is
10  that garage and the room above that the commission ad.vised the applicants to retain, and it is now
11  being retained in this proposal. There is a better view of that side block. Here is the garage. And
12 this is just going around the house. 'That is.the screen porch that will be removed, and here is the
13 side. And then here you éet-a sense of the drop off dowﬁ the back of the property. One
14 co.mmisstioner, who also [ believe is not-here tonight, brought up a concern since this house is high,
iS about the visibility from Dorset. So tHe applicants provided some photos to get a sense of the view
16 from Dorset and to Dorset. And theyare also just helpful in getting a sense of the property.
17 So here is the proposal, and at the upper right you can see the site plan. You can
18 see those two new buildings that I mentioned that have a courtyard between them.. You can seei the
19 pool and you can see the rear addition. Here are the elevations, and there you can see the
20  connection between thé new garage, which is rear loading so it cioesntt read as a garage from the
21 front. And, that second floor cénnection.
22 Here is the side elevation, and the rear. So staffas comments are sort of in
23 response to the comments, you know, the direction that was given at the first preliminary. ‘The
24 applicants have responded to a number of the commissions concerns. The proposed rear addition

25 is smaller, and as you can see here, itss lower, itss smaller and it is, you know, a rear addition that

1
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1 ° would generally, you know, be seen as meeting the guidelines.
2 Itss differentiated and it defers to the historic blocI;. The applicants also
3 responded to-the commissiorfs feedback to retain that garage and room above. And, one thing that
4 s shown, letss see, there is this proposal to change the roof, and staff doesnat support it unless .
5 there is some evidence that that wasnat the original roof form on that wing.
6 The suggestion .to pulAI the side addition off and connect it with a breeze way type
7- connection to meet the zoning restrictions came from a commissior.le‘r, and so now thatss what
8  theyare proposing. Depending on how light and transparent this connection can be made, this may
9  be agood solution for the new garage. The rear loading garage may be a good solution here so
10 ~ that this doesnst read as ;1 garage from the street: Staff would recommend more glazing in the
11 connection instead of the half window, and this is a key point where staff recommends the
12 commission provide guidahce on suggestions for changes.
13 _ . Sort of the main concern that staff has is the slope of the yard and sort of this large
14  amount of foundation walls and fences that will be needed. And staff recommends that the
15 appiicants try to design the buildings more into the slobes so theysre lower to the ground. That
16  also will help with sort of the scale. But right now the two new buildings are, appear boxy and
17  theyse sort of sticking out of the ground as you can see in the side elevations. So if they were
18 lowered into the éround that would, you know, lessen these foundation walls and retaining walls
19  and help reduce their scale an appearance of being large.
20 : ngrall, the materials proposed are compatible and appropriate, and the applicants
21  will have to note tr¢es in future applications and h(;w many trees that will be affected. But the lot
22 is large and the house is relatively small in terms of the lot and neighboring houses. We just
23 discussed how Somerset does have some large houses. So étaffthinks itss possible that this
24 property can handle, yoﬁ know, a s,ubstan.tial amount of new additions and new construction

25 without having a negative overall impact on the house or district, but I think the details need to be

@
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1  worked Ol;t tb work with the drop off and the sizg and scale of the new construction.
2 So staff has asked that the commission provide the applicants with feedback on
3 whether they support the construction of the two car garage with the connection, the cons'tructidn
4 <.)f a pool house/guest hou;e directly behind it, énd then the materials, dgsign and scale of the, and
5 size of these proposed additions and new buildings, and then the other proposed construction, the-
6  pool, courtyard, retaining walls and railings.
7 '. . MS. MILES: Thank you. Doe_s anyone have any questions for staff? Okay,
8  gentlemen, you can please turn on ydur microphones, identify yourselves for the record and you
9  can either make a presentation, respond to the staff repbrt or answer our questions.
10 | : Mk. MAGGIN: Hi, [sm Rod Méggin representing the owner.
11 MS. MILES: Would you like to make a presentation or would you just like to
12 answer questions that the.comr.nission may have?
13 " MR. MAGGIN: No, I donst want to make a pfesentation, But Kevin might make a
K 14  presentation. | |
15 : MR. DAVIS: Kevin Davis, architect. You know, [ had a few comments and |
16 heard a number ;)f them in the summary here, so Ism not going to necessarily repeat them, but just
17  wanted to point out maybe a c‘ouple of things iha‘t were taken into consideration orjugt
" 18 highlighting a couple of things that were taken into consideration since the last time we were here.
19 Just probably the most substantial piece, the interesting point was the apparent, |
20  donst want to say conflict, but the fact that this is a large property that can handle or could handle
21 or seemed to be that it could handle maybe some substantial massing and more development, along
22  with the concern about the size and the scale and not necessarily overwhelming the historic home
23  thatss on the property. And so, you know, we basically did acknowledge and try to take from our
24 last meeting the fact that the garage is in place and the garage is now detached.

25 ' And some of the desire for increased square footage for accommodating family

(1)
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1  and friends and guests, did lead to the development of more space, but m.ore gpace detached from
2  the hc;use again as well. Just similar to the garage. So some of the guest space has been proposed
3 as detached so that it just basically breaks down some of the scale of some of the square footage
'4 that was previously proposed. As well as spreading it out a little bit.
5 | ‘We did look at, with the attached garage, we did look at whether side load, front
6 load, rear load. I met with staff and they had mentioned that the boardss not completely opposed
7  to front loading garages and did feel with this particular property that more trees would be cleared
8 as a result of a front load garage, and thatas just one other kind of secondary point that I want to
9 th;ow out there because there would be a considerable buffer between the street and whates
10 broposed there just in the woods that I think you can see in some of the other photographs.
11. ' Regarding the fence comment, Isll be happy to take a look at that and [ know we
12  can, you know, lad like to hear your comments on that. Some of that is in result o'f thé topography,
13 and some of that as. a result to looking at developl:ng a ppol/patio space and some of those pools
14 require fencing as part of the building code. Not to say it couldnat be located in other places.
15 | Those are the main couple points Ijﬁst wanted to add. Thank you.
16 : i MS. MILES: Thénk you. I have a question actually to both you and to staff. Ism
17  just looking for the notifications page to the neighbors, and Ism not seeing it in our packet.
18 ' . MS. FOTHERGILL: If the applicant doesnast provide it, then Kevin pu!ls it off of

19  GIS and mails it out, but it doesnat get printed out.

20 ' MS. MILES: Okay, so have neighbors been notified?
21 MS. FOTHERGILL: Yes.
22 MS. MILES: Thank you. No questions for the applicant? Then wetre'gding to

23 begin with comments and again, weall look to my left. Yousre on the hot seat over there,
24 Commissioner Coratola.

25 : MR. CORATOLA: All right. The first comment I have, the real easy one is the
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changing the roof line over the éxisting garage and sun porch. I agree with staff. I wouldnst

recommend doing that. Ithink that keeping the proportions of that later addition to the original

house works well as it is. I think if you add a gable in there itss going to be too massive to the

facade, and it actually harkens back to the previous design we saw. .

With regards to the detached garage and the connector, I think that this concept is .

a lot better than what you had previously shown us. I think that the scale though of the garége is

still too heavy. I donat know that the cruciform gable pattern is necessary for this design, and

actually if you eliminated it and just had a gable that ran front to back, would reduce the scale

immensely and reduce the roof line. But I still think you need to look at that massing a bit more.

A simple, similar, Ism sorry, a small detail on the front when you have the double windows and the

gables and then the single shutter on either side, I know they had similar detail on the house, but

* look at that proportion and having a tiny shutter on such larger windows. Traditionally when they

did this, the single shutter would cover the whole window, so look at that detail. I think that, that

what you have there is out of place.

Heading towards the back, the b‘athhouse, I would not ape the garage design with

the bathhouse. I would scale that down and drop it in the grade more than you currently have.

Look at a simpler roof line there as well. And again, I wouldnat mimic and ape the garage.

Also, look at; there is a fair amount of retaining wall. I think that really needs to

be studied. I think that you can achieve the pool and the patio/plaza area without having such

large retaining walls off the back side. If you dropped it some, you know, if you had more of a

stepped approach from the back of the addition to the pool and then to the rear yard you wouldnat

have such large stairs coming out the back.

You know, I think the pool being in the rear works fine. But I think that if yousre

a little more playful with that patio area, itsll be more enticing and more interesting to the rear yard

rather than sort of the plaza affect that we see there.

@
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1 The rear addition, scale-wise I think .works a lot better than you originally had
2 shown. Again, there I would look at, again it looks like yousre just stacking, itss a cake stack
3  effect on the back and everything is repeating from the first floor up to the second floor. I think if
4 you had some variation to the window patterns that Would be a better-look. And also look at the
5  Troof Iines' to there. I think you neéd to study that more thap whatss here. I think that just, the
6 . stacking effect just isnat pulling it off as well as it should be. But I think having that mass in the -
7  rear, yousre pulling it off the side so itss not as prominent as it was before. Works well. But again,
8  you have to stl'de the details for it. | |
9 The connection, I understand where staff is coming from. The connection
10 between the garage and the main house. Again, fthink_ iteg t.hé roof, the siﬁgle roof coming
11 throﬁgh there might be a ]ittlé too heavy. So having it as a more glass piece probably will work
12 better. Those_are my comments. |
13 " MR. DAVIS: When you say glass piece, are we talking about glass roof
14 structure?
15 MR.'CORATOLA: I think what theyare probaBIy looking at is adding mbre
16 dormer, you know, more dormer to it 56 itss more glass versusjust all roof line and the arch
17 window.
18 MS. HEILER: I think the previous comments got out a lot of what I would say. [
19  think the, you have four different roof lines on the front, and I think tﬁatos a problem. Just that itss
20 so complicated. Getting rid of the cross gable on the garage might simplify that and it keeps fr;)m
21 adding another of these lines. Also, I agree with s.taff that changing the roof line on the existing
22 . garage is probably an error.
23 ~ The gable on the connection th?:re, I think the arched window is a problem in that

24 itss show unusual. It looks like yousre p_robably trying to copy the shape from the porch on the

(%)
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house. 1 guess I would opt for something simpler that drew less attention to itself. And
definitely agree with the comments about the window pattern on the rear addition where it
continually repeats that collection of four windows over ana over. I think it needs some variance.
And the windows themselves just overwhelm because there are so many of them and theysre
stacked up.

MR. DAVIS: Question. I understand the stacking and totally-understand that.
Understanding the views and the beauty of this property, there is a desire to do more glass. So
would you be opposed to more glass in different patterns? You know where Tam goiné witﬂ this?

‘MS. HEILER: Yes. And then | woﬁldmt at all be opposed to it. I think the thing
that just creétes a lot of complexity is the fact that you héve seven windows acrc;ss, you have seven
windowg at the next level. You have another row éf level, of windows on the bottom level. If

there were a way to simplify that, you know, so that it didnat appear that 19 windows, you know,

lined up on that. It would simplify it. I would no vote against this because I thought there were

too many windows on the back. I think it would improve it. -

MR. KIRWAN: [sm unfortunately not supportive of this scheme. I think that
when |, and | also unfortunately wasnat at the p_revious hearing, so 1 wasnst party to some of the
discussions that may have led it away from what was previously submitted. But, what I see here is
an enormous amount of impact to this site. There are a lot of new and impervious and semi-
impervious surfaces, and a lot of structure being built with this new garage and this guest house on:
this very beautiful hill that slopes f_rom the original house down to the properties on Warwick.

| And lsm worried about that. I think, Ism not convinced yet, because you clearly
doﬁtt have, you know, a lot of detail in your topography on your site plan at .this time, but Ism
worried that weare going to see a lot more fou.ndation of that garage than what weasre seeing in the
front elevation. And probably more, I think itas going to be a lot more like what we see in the -

foundation of the guest house. So Ism very concerned about that and its impact on Cumberland.
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As well as the structured, you know, drive court that has to be built up to allow the car to hake this
sort of difficult maneuver into the garage.

The gueét house itself éort of sitting out there, again, right now as the previous -
commissioners have mentioned, itss mimicking this garage. So again, itss creating this paring of
those two structures with the structure court, drive coﬁi‘t between it that really is creating a very
large mass on the site and on that hill. Theress also a lot of trees on that hill. You donast have a.
tree plan yet, bvut Ism very concerned that thatss going to create, just with the disturbance of
construction, a lot of damage to peripheral trees, if not trees that are'actually in the area of thé
construction. ‘

And theress a lot of deck and terrace on the back with this pool. You know,
v»_'here I see a more comfortable solution is ;omething4closer to what was‘presented the last
preliminary, where theress an addition, and even closer to what we saw on the case we just heard.

Sorhething that runs an addition off the back of the house, much deeper onto the lot, possibly gives

~ you space underneath that addition to park the garage so you donst have to modify this front one-

story piece with what we think is the original garage. You could drive around that piece as you are
in this current scheme and then park in'the basement of the addition in the back.

Still possibly give you space to build terraces and a swimming pool. That would

. be much more concealed from view from Cumberland. Would be more concealed, you know,

from the neighbors along Warwick and would preserve that hillside, which is very beautiful. A lot

of those houses on Warwick have decks on the back, and one of the reasons why the chairman

asked if those neighbors had been notified was because Ism pretty sure theysre going to be

concerned about that. And they might be here at the HAWP, you know, and if you havenat talked

to them already, they may come and be Ve;ry concerned about this. This thing imposing on their

rear property.

So I think, I would direct ydu to go something closer to what you originally

Z ,‘1
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1  presented, bﬁt that really starts to conceal this addition and all this structure to the back of the
2 house and puts much less impact on the front and on the side.
3 ' MR. SWIFT: I think in my opinion the comments of Commissioners Coratola .
4 and Heiler I think were reasonable. Iad really like to see, | guess, these outbuildings worked much
5  further into theAgrouvnd to work with the site a whole lot more, and I think not replicating between
6  the two of them would Be appropriate. And also, I think the cross gable roofs are, just bring it all
7  up too high and make it too strong on the site. So I think working more with the site and not
8 against it could make this current proposal apprO\}ab]e. [ would also be open, and I think I was in
9  support or agree with that with more of a rear addition that Commissioner Kirwan proposed. |
10  guess lsm open to both, but the current one, I think, ;eally needs to work with the site a whole lot
11  more instead of fighting against it.
12 MS. WHITNEY: Well, first of all, thank you for taking so much of what we said
13 in the last preliminary into consideration. I‘can tell that yousve really wrecked-your brains on this -
14  and incorporated the things that we asked for. And particularly, thank y(-)u for repurposing the
15 garage and not continuing to want to tear it down. | |
16 © Tbelieve that, just as a few others have said, that you have just a few too ﬁany
17 roof lines going on here. A few too many ideas there, and that the fenestration needs to be
18  tinkered with a little bit. Itss so many window panes that itss really a little 0\A/erwhe‘lming. And
19  dons forget that the window panes themselves will actually interfere with that beautiful view.
20 I think once you work out tuhose two things that I would be happy with the design,
"~ 21 so good luck on that. | |
22 MS. MILES: I am going to align myself primarily with Commis;ioner-Kimanas
23  comments. [think that the most telling visual that we have is the colored visual on this slide. If
24  you lool; at the original maséing pf the house and compare it to the amount of hardscape plaza '

25  constructed elements now, the house is subservient to all of these other pieces now. Itss
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surrounded on all éides by constructed elements, and itss not just that theyare too large or too tall,
the whole thing isjuét overwhelming, in my épinion, to the original Massing of the house.

-1 donat know if [ could endorse the garage in any way. I agree with commissioner
Kirwan that this could be a rear loading garage in the existing building or an addition on the
existing building, or even make the existing garage a garage. It could i)e two car lengths long. We
donst have any floor plans. I donat really know what yousre proposing to go behind it, but itss
possible to even use what youtVe got. But I think that the front elevation as proposed now is
dominated by a garage and a hyphen. And I donat think I could endorse that.

I would agree that the primarily rear facing addition is the superior way togo. I
agree that there are fenestration issues and design issues that need to be addressed. But.I think
that, actually the best comme.nt tha't I heard was from Coﬁﬁissioner Swift, who said that this
design fights the site. And with all of the grade changes and retaining walls that will be necessary
to create this vast plaza and two out buildings and eyerything else, itss just too much I think for the
site.

Do you have any questions for us?

MR. DAVIS: Sure. lsve got a couple.

MS. MILES: Okay, go ahead. |

MR. DAVIS: And Ism guessing sm not going to, you know, Ism not going to
necessarily change your opinions, but I would like to maybe just kind of respond to a couple of
the, you know, your last comment'and the coﬁhent about moving some of the parking in the rear
and going possibly totally in the rear.

You know, in going over some of your guidelines and that talked about, you
know, the goal an.d the direction is not necessarily to limit the use of the owner’s property and the
enjoyment of the owner’s. property. It seems like there is a tremendous amount of property here,

and you know, weave tried to be respectful in terms of the trees and buffers both on the front, as
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1 wellas thereris a substantial amount of trees on the left side of the garage, the garage as proposed

2 there.

3 Theress oné substantial Magnolia, no major hardwoods right in the immediate

4 vicinity of thé garage spaée. And it just seems that by taking the parking and any proposed driv.e

5 back to the rear of the house and under the house, then further discc;nnects the house withl the réér

6 y.ard, and so it may not be really clear here but, itnsva beautiful backyard. There is a tremendous

7  amount of topography there, but there is an enclosed porch, and off of the enclosed porch there is,

8  currently there is a patio there as well.

9 So, Ism not sure that we afe, everything thatss shown there is necessarily new. I
10 think if we did a comparisoﬁ between the existing footprint of the porch and the existing patio that
11 is there, that m.‘aybe not cc;unting the pool., the patio space is not more than, you know, increased
12 .by 50 percent.

13 And would love to see a development where th.e. house is connected with a pool
14 space and a rear yard space that a garage doesnat then become a buffer between, you know, the

15 .livihg and that rear yard space. So lad like to hear méybejust, again, I donst plan to change your
16 ' opinions but, you know, kind of a response to that.

17 | MS. MILES: Well, I think yousre going to have toktake back to youf next rouna
18  to design what yousve heard. I think we all saw the plans and wé all saw what you proposed to do
19  to whatss there. And I think that peop!e responded to that, and gave you some feedback. So I think
20  you should take that in consideration, corﬁe back for another preliminary if you feel the need to,
21  and work with staff to try to respond to the concerns that wesve raised, because I think twé and a
22 half of us have pretty strong concerns, Commissioner Rodriguez, who was here last time, made the
23 same kind of points about massing and 'the way that the proposal meets the land. 1 think you need
24 the topo. I think itss really hard to understand how this is going to work on this site which is so

&)

25 dramétically graded. You know, I was expecting to see that this time, and especially with this
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proposal for what amounts to a plaza. So I think you need, youave got some work to do to come

back.

MR. DAVIS: Fair enough. Thanks.

&)
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