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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION -
Isiah Leggett - Jef Fuller
County Executive. Chairperson

Date: March 13, 2008

MEMORANDUM

TO: Carla Reid, Director
‘ Department of Permitting Services

FROM: Joshua Silver, Senior Planne
Historic Preservation Section _
Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit #478385, construction of side and rear addition and tree removal

The Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) has reviewed the attached application for a.
Historic Area Work Permit (HAWP). This application was Approved with Conditions at the March 12, 2008
meeting.

1. The applicantwill utilize wooden simulated divided light windows and doors.

2. The applicant will include a door and window schedule on the permit set of drawings.

3. The applicant will consult with a certified arborist to determine if a tree protection plan is required for
this project. If required, the plan will be implemented prior to any work beginning on the property.

4. Azek trim is not approved. The applicant utilize wood for all corner-boards and trim work.

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

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

Applicant; Hasan Basri Chabuk

* Address: 2309 Linden Lane, Silver Spring

This HAWP approvél is subject to the general condition that the applicant will obtain all other applicable
Montgomery County or local government agency permits. After the issuance of these permits, the applicant must
contact this Historic Preservation Office if any changes to the approved plan are made.

Historic Preservation Commission ¢ 1109 Spring Street, Suite 801 e Silver Spring, MD 20910 o 301 /563-3400 e 301/563-3412 FAX
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DEPARTMENT OF PERRITIING SERVICES
255 ROCHVILLE PIKE. 2nd FLOOR ROCHVILLE 3D 20850
2507770270

HISTORIC _PRESERVATION COMMISSION
301/563-3400

APPLICATION FOR
HISTORIC AREA WORK PER

==
Cotectperson: _/Dris/ 77250 der
: DavtimePhoneNo.:/3ﬂ/)‘ 32p /5 KO

TaxAccountN?.: : Q0752708 . § H 7 ?385

Nameof Property Owner: __ A/, RASRL CHABUK Daytime Phone No.: ___
attes._ 2309 | (NDEN LANE _S'/LI/EA SPRING 20778
Street Number Stast Z Cods
Contractom: i Phone No.:
Contractor Registration No.:
Agent for Gwner: Daytime Phone No.:
LOCATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE
House Number: 2 309 - Street _A_/'A(AEA/ LANE
TownCity: _S/LVER S PR IN G NearestCross Street ___ S92 &~ DL BL £~
ot 27 Block: /£ Subdivision: __ £ /N DEAS LfORE ST
Liber: Folio: Parcel: '
ONE; TYPEOF PERRAIY (]
1A. CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: CHECK ALL APPLICABLE:
& Construct (0 Extend O Alter/Renovate Oac 0O s (i Room Addition (0 Porch [ Deck [J Shed
0O Move O Instal O Wreck/Raze 0O Solar ([ Fireplace O3 qudbuming Stove O Single Family

O Revision [ Repair. O Revocable [ Fence/Wall {complete Section 4) O Other:

18. Construction cost estimate:  $

1C. If this is a revision of a previously approved active permit, see AP'ennAit #

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS
2A. Type of sewage disposal:’ 01 5 wssC 02 O Septic 03 O Other:

2B. Type of water supply: 01 X wssc 02 O well 03 O Other:

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL
3A. Height feet inches

3B. Indicate whether the fence or retaining wall is to be constructed on one of the foflowing locations:

O On party line/property line ‘ O Entirely on land of owner - 3 On public right of way/easement

| hereby certify that | have the authority to make the foregoing application, that the application is comrect, and that the construction will comply with plans
approved by all agencies listed and | hereby acknowledge and accept this to be & condition for the issuance of this permit.

AL Land LLalonk Leb 20 2008
Signature of owner or authorized agent . : Date
Approved: # : For Cha/rpe/son Hlstonc P eseryation Commission
Disapproved: . Signature: . 2 / Date: 3- // 7/0 8
Application/Permit No.: 4' 78 35 ?' > =F Date Issued:

T

Edit 6/21/99 : SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

Address: . 2309 Linden Lane, Silver Spring Meeting Date: 3/12/2008

Resource: Contributing Resource Report Date: '3/5/2008
Linden Lane Historic District :

Applicant: Hasan Basri Chabuk Public Notice: 2/27/2008

(Paul Treseder, Architect)
Tax Credit: None
Review: HAWP

Staff: Josh Silver
Case Number: 36/02-08A :

PROPOSAL: Construction of side and rear addition

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

- Staff is recommending the HPC approve this HAWP with the following conditions:

1. The applicant will utilize wooden simulated divided light windows and doors.

The applicant will include a door and window schedule on the permit set of drawings.

3. The applicant will consult with a certified arborist to determine if a tree protection plan is required
for this project. If required, the plan will be implemented prior to any work beginning on the
property.

4. Azek trim is not approved. The applicant will utilize wood for all corner-boards and trim work.,

BACKGROUND:

1¥ Preliminary Consultation Summary

On December 5, 2007 the HPC reviewed a proposal for construction of a réar and side addition at the
subject property. The HPC was supportive of the massing, scale and location of the proposed rear
addition, and agreed it was sympathetic to the existing house, and that it could be approved as is if
submitted as part of an HAWP application. -

~ Both staff and the HPC expressed a similar concern with the siting of the proposed side addition toward
the front plane of the house. There was general consensus among the HPC that in order for the addition to
be an approvable HAWP it would need to bc either detached or substantially setback from the front plane
of the historic massing.

2" Preliminary Consultation Summary

* On February 13"'. 2008 the HPC reviewed the applicant’s revised proposal that included a smaller side
addition that was still attached to the historic massing, but pushed further back (10’) from the front plane
of the house. The proposal for the rear addition remained identical to what the HPC reviewed at the 1%
Preliminary Consultation. Although the majority of the Commissioners present at the 2" Preliminary
Consultation supported the side addition some Commissioners remained opposed noting that it still needed
to pushed back further or detached to be approvable. (See attached transcript on Circle 30)

®
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The HPC also discussed the future development of the site which includes the construction of a carriage
house at the rear of the property. Staff recommended the HPC use the 2" Preliminary Consultation to
comment on, and support in concept the future construction of a carriage house and a driveway expansion.
at this property. The HPC was in agreement that a carriage house at the rear of this property would be
appropriate and would likely support its construction if part of a HAWP application.

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

SIGNIFICANCE: Contributing Resource Within The Linden Lane Historic District
STYLE: Folk Victorian
DATE: - ¢.1900

The house is a 2-1/2-story, four-bay frame structure with a standing seam metal gabled roof. A two story
porch detailed with turned columns on the first level, and balusters on the second level is located on the
front elevation of the house. The second level of the porch is an open deck style, and contains a double
door with a horizontal transom light. The rear of the house contains a 2-story ell that was extensively
remodeled in the 1980s. The house contains 1/1 double-hung windows on all elevations, and a later period
single fixed door on the rear elevation, and two triple sliding glass doors on the first and second-story of
the left elevation. :

The house is sited on a corner lot and contains mature trees and vegetation.

HISTORIC CONTEXT

The following was excerpted from Place from the Past: The Tradition of Gardez Bien in Monigomery
County, Maryland '

As the first railroad suburb in Montgomery County, Linden represents an early step in the county's
transition from a rural, agrarian region to a commuter suburb. In 1873, the same year that the Metropolitan
Branch of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad was completed, Charles M. Keys subdivided thirty-two acres of
his 185-acre farm and platted Linden. Keys was the founder of a District coal and wood company, E. C.
Keys and Sons.

Linden had its own railroad station, located at the end of Montgomery Street. Early houses were built on
Salisbury Road, which was originally a walkway known as Maple Drive. The houses faced the walkway
with vehicular access from Linden Lane and Montgomery Street. This arrangement is found in
Washington Grove, a religious retreat also platted in 1873. Early dwellings in both communities were
designed in the Gothic Revival style. Among Linden’s earliest houses are a pair of Gothic Revival houses
built on Salisbury Road, probably in the 1870s: the Baxter House, 2201 Salisbury Road, and the Doolittle
House, 2209 Salisbury Road. One of the earliest residences in the community is the Lawrence House of
1874. ' '

By 1889, the Washington Star reported that a number of “beautiful homes” had already been constructed
in Linden by “well known Washingtonians.” Curtis and Elizabeth Holcomb built the Second Empire style
Holcomb House in 1887, at 2200 Salisbury Road. Queen Anne style houses dating from the 1890s are the
Wolfe House, 9310 Brookeville Road, and the William Simpson House, 2303 Linden Lane. By the turn of -
the century, there were about a dozen houses in Linden. In the early 1900s, citizens built Craftsman
influenced residences on Warren Street. The historic district of 17 houses was designated in 1993.
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PROPOSAL:

The applicant is proposing to construct a 29’ x 13’ one-story side addition on the east elevation of
the house. The proposed addition will be setback 16’ from the front plane of the house, clad in German
lap wood siding, sheathed with a standing seam metal roof, and contain 2/2 double-hung wooden windows.
A covered concrete stoop will be installed at the rear of the existing house to connect the proposed rear and
side additions. A single-hung door will be located on the west elevation of the addition and serve as the
primary. point of entry from the rear of the house. The north elevation of the side addition will be detailed
with two wooden doors for rear yard ingress/egress.

The applicant is also proposing to construct a 15° x 15’one-story addition at the rear of the house. The
proposed addition will be constructed in the corner of the house created by the existing ell, and connect to
the historic massing of the house by a new lower roofed section. The addition will be detailed with a
combination of wooden German lap and vertical tongue and groove siding, and contain 2/2 double-hung
wooden windows, and be sheathed with a standing seam metal roof.

APPLICABLE GUIDELINES:

When reviewing alterations and new construction within the Linden Lane Historic District several
documents are to be utilized as guidelines to assist the Commission in developing their decision. These
documents include the Montgomery County Code Chapter 24A (Chapter 244), and the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards). The pertinent information in these documents is
outlined below.

Montgomery Count'y Code; Chapter 244

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.

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 requiremerits of this chapter, if it
finds that: :

1. The proposal will not substantially alter the exterior features of a historic site or historic
resource within a historic district; or

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

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:

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

O,
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#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

Proposed one-story rear addition- this remains tdentlcal to the I* and 2™ Preliminary Consultation
where the HPC was supportive of it.

Staff is supportive of the proposed rear addition. The design of this addition is subordinate to the historic
massing and utilizes window and door treatments that are appropriate for the style of the house. The
proposed lower roof section connecting the historic massing of the house with the one-story addition is
inset 1.5’ on the west (left) elevation allowing the existing house to read clearly on the side most visible
from the public right-of-way. The proposed design also maintains the concept of differentiation between
the existing house and newer construction.

The proposed removal of the single fixed door and windows on the rear elevation, and the two triple
sliding glass doors on the left side elevation of the house that were installed as part of a remodeling effort
in the 1980s, will have no adverse impact on the structure. These features will be replaced by 1/1 double-
hung wooden windows to match the existing windows on the house.

The use of wooden German lap and vertical tongue and groove siding, simulated divided light double-hung
wooden windows, and a standing seam metal roof are desirable material selections. Staff does not support
using Azek trim for the corner boards. Staff recommends the applicant use wood for all corner boards and
trim work. ‘

Although the addition is located at the rear of the house it will inevitably be visible from the public right-
of-way as. a result of the property being a corner lot. Staff is supportive of the proposed design of this
addition as it attempts to minimize any impact on the streetscape of the historic district by utilizing the
existing the ell of the house.

Proposed one-story side addition

Although the construction of a side addition to any historic property is generally less than desirable
staff is amenable to supporting the proposed side addition for four reasons: (1) the front plane of the
addition is pushed back 16’ from the front plane of the historic massing, and is 84’from the edge of Linden
Lane; this preserves the legibility of the historic massing and maintains the symmetry of the house from the
public right-of-way; (2) the property contains several mature trees that would be impacted if a detached
side addition were constructed; (3) the limited side yard setback on the east property boundary limits the
possibility of constructing a detached building on the least visible side (east) of the yard; and (4) the house
is a contributing resource, and therefore the level of scrutiny is not a strict as an outstanding resource.

As discussed at the 2™ Preliminary Consultation the applicant plans to further develop the property
in the future by constructing a carriage house in the rear yard. Some Commissioners recommended
constructing the addition adjacent to the future carriage house at the rear of the property. Staff is less
inclined to support this option because it would introduce a considerably larger structure to the property
than is characteristic of this style of house. Although this proposal dees not include the construction of a
carriage house it is important the Commission consider the future development of the site in reaching a
decision for the side addition. The construction of a side addition at this property would also preserve the
wooded setting and green space at the property.

O,
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the HAWP apphcatlon with the conditions on Circle 1 as
being consistent with Chapter 24A-8(b) (1) & (2);

and with the Secretary of the. Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation,

and with the general condition that the applicant shall notify the Historic Preservation Staff if théy propose
to make any alterations to the approved plans;

and with the general condition that the applicant shall present the 3 permit sets of drawings to Historic
Preservation Commission (HPC) staff for review and stamping prior to submission for the
Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services (DPS) building permits.




RETURN TO. DEPARTME HT OF PERMIT FING SERVICES

255 ROCHVILLE PIKE. 2nd FLOOR. ROTAVILLE 13D 20850

2400777-3370 d .::_ ) lei- #8;
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION || = |i:!
301/563-3400 o

APPLICATIONFOR |o = |i
HISTORIC AREA WORK PER :1:— 5

Contact Person: /%'[1/ 7/—‘PS¢° f’l/‘
DaytimePhoneNo.:/Eﬂ/)‘ 32p 15KO

TaxAccountNo.. _(3() 76 270 K - A /\/ 7?385—

Name of Property Owner: ﬂ, BASLL CHABLK Daytime Phone No.:
nidress:_2309 J (INDEN LANE  SjtVER SPRING 2070
Street Number City Staet Zip Code -

* Contractom: Phone No.:

Contractor Registration No.: ‘

Agent for Owner: Daytime Phone No.:

LOCATI . BUILD S

House Number: 2 309 . Street _A_/'A/ﬁ EN LANE

TownCity: _S/LVER S ) NearestCrossSteet __ 549/ & OLACE

Lot: 27 Block: L Subdivision: /. /'/V LN FUORE ST

Liber: : Falio: Parcel:

PART ONE: TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION AND USE

1A. CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: : : CHECK ALL APPLICABLE: ]
M' Constuct (O Extend (O Alter/Renovate gOat 0Osab 8 Room Addition (3 Porch Cl Deck (3 Shed
O Move O Install (] Wreck/Raze A (] Sofar [ Fireplace (J Woodbuming Stove 3 Single Family
3 Revision O Repair, [ Revocable a FenceNVt-all {complete Section 4) O Other:

1B. Construction cost estimate: $

1C. Ilf this is a revision of a previously approved active permit, see Permit #

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS
_2A. Type of sewage disposal: 01 3 WSSC © 02 O Septic ' 03 OJ Other:

2B. Type of water supply: 01 X WSSC 02 O well 03 O Other:

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL

3A. Height feet inches

3B. [Indicate whether the fence or retaining wall is to be constructed on one of the following locations:

O On party line/property line O Entirely on land of owner O 0n public right of way/easement

| hereby certify that | have the authority to make the foregoing application, that the application is correct, and that the construction will comply with plans
approved by all agencies listed and | hereby acknowledge and accept this to be a condition for the issuance of this permit.

@é‘ L aaq /éjzg,m/[ '/‘_ 4 Zﬁ 2005

Signature of owner or suthorized agent Date
Approved: . . For Chaimperson, Historic Preservation Commission
Disapproved: Signature: Date:
Application/Permit No.: 4’ 73 38 5_ Date Filed: Date Issued:
Edit 6/21/99 SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS




= ~ THE FOLLOWING ITEMS MUST BE COMPLETED AND THE
‘REQUIRED DOCUMENTS MUST ACCOMPANY THIS APPLICATION.

WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

a. Description of existing structure(s) and environmenta! setting, including their historical features and significance:

b. General description of project and its effect on the historic resource(s), the environmenta! setting, and, where applicable, the historic district:

SITE PLAN

Site and envirenmental settini_;, drawn to scale. You may use your plat. Your siFe plan must include:
a. the scale, north arrow, and date; ‘

b. dimensions of all existing and proposed structures; and

c. site features such as walkways, driveways, fences, ponds, streams, trash dumpsteis, mechanical equipment, and landscaping.

PLANS AND ELEVATIONS

You must submit 2 copies of plans and elevations in a format no targer than 11" x 17". Plans on 8 1/2" x 11" paper are preferred.

a. Schematic construction plans, with marked dimensions, indicating location, size and general type of walls, window and door openings, and other
fixed teatures of both the existing resource(s) and the proposed work. .

b. Elevations (facades), with marked dimensions, clearly indicating proposed work in relation to existing construction.and, when appropriate, context.
All materials and fixtures proposed for the exterior must be noted on the elevations drawings. An existing and a proposed elevation drawmg of each
facade affected by the proposed work is required.

MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS

Genera! description of materials and manufactured items proposed for incorparation in the work of the project. This information may be included on your
design drawings. :

_ PHOTOGRAPHS

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

b. Clearly label photographic prinﬁ of the resource as viewed from the public right-of-way and of the adjoining properties. All Iabéls should be placed on
the front of photographs.

TREE SURVEY

if you are proposing construction adjacent to or within the dripline of any tree 6" or larger in diameter (at approximately 4 feet above the ground), you
must file an accurate tree survey identifying the size, location, and species of each tree of at least that dimension.

ADDRESSES OF ADJACENT AND CONFRONTING PROPERTY OWNERS

For ALL projects, provide an accurate list of adjacent and confronting property owners (not tenants), including names, addresses, and zip codes. This list
should include the owners of all lots or parcels which adjoin the parcel in question, as well as the owner(s) of lot(s) or parcel(s) which lie directly across
the street/highway from the parcel in question. You can obtain this information from the Department of Assessments and Taxation, 51 Monroe Street,
Rockville, (301/279-1355). ’

PLEASE PRINT {IN BLUE OR BLACK INK) OR TYPE THIS INFORMATION ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE.
PLEASE STAY WITHIN THE GUIDES OF THE TEMPLATE, AS THIS WILL BE PHOTOCOPIED DIRECTLY ONTO MAILING LABELS.




2309 LINDEN LANE, SLIVER SPRING, MD

A. Description of the existing structure and environmental setting.

. The existing house is a 2 story frame structure on a large treed corner lot. It was built-
before 1900 in a simple farmhouse gothic style, with a symmetrical steep front gable,
porch, and a 2 story ell in the back. It was remodeled in the 1980's, mainly in the rear.
The neighboring houses are a mixture of a few similar vintage houses and many late 20th
century houses. : . ~

B. General description of the project and its effect on the historic resource and
environmental setting. '

The owner proposes to build a 1 story addition to the house. This addition consists of a
family room, back porch, and shop/studio. The bulk of the addition is in the rear of the
house, and is designed with its massing pulled away from the main structure and
connected with a lower roofed section. This allows the existing house to read clearly and
the second floor windows to remain unobstructed. This lower roofed section extends
around the back of the ell to become the rear porch, and then further wraps the house on
the side to cover the shop/studio. It stops 16 back from the front of the house, where the
main body of the existing house begins. It is intended that the low, shallow (3:12 or less)
pitched porchlike roof of this one story side extension, held behind the main house, not
detract from the strong symmetry of the front of the main house when viewed from
Linden Lane, approximately 84' away. Materials used will be wood German lap siding,
wood trim, and wood double-hung sash windows. Roofing will be standing seam metal to
match the existing house. Existing fixed glass and sliding glass doors in the rear from the
earlier remodel will be replaced with period-appropriate double hung windows.

Also shown on the site plan, but not part of this application; is the location where the
owner hopes to build a carriage house/garage, similar to the one on the adjoining
property. This, along with the location of the large trees in the vicinity, is shown to
clarify the constraints on this design.




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

Owner’s mailing address

Hasan fasry c habuk,

2309 LINDEN LANE

SiLVER SPRING- MD 20910

Owner’s Agent’s mailing address

v Adjacent and confronting Property Owners mailing addresses

Jud.j Nie(.S'O*n |
2913 woodstock Ave
S,LvERSPRING 1D 20910

Dena Leibman
Johanna Maria Torps
Quo7 fale Place

STLVER SPRING, M P 20F/10

Jane Arown |
2307 LINOEN LANE
SILVER SPRiiv'G. MO 20910

sue Elen Pres/ey

ouop Hele PECE
SILUER SPRING, A D
zoeqs/o
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2309 LINDEN LANE, SILVER SPRING MD

CHABUK RESIDENCE

301-220-1580
Fax— 301-320-1581

6320 Wiscasset Road
Bethesda, MD 20316
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1 center, four feet, five feet in the air. So, I mean, T

2 personally can't be too strongly in favor of being a

3 participant in a fancy'ribbon cutting. I meén, but I leave
4 that to others.

5 | MS. MILES: I move that we not attend.

6 MR. FULLER: I ha;e to be the nay sayer. Why

7 don't we go back on our agenda, moving to number 5A,

8 preliminary consultation fof 2309 Linden Lane. Is there a

9 staff report?

10 L MR. SILVER: Yes, sir. The applicant is now here.
11 The architect will be coming shortly, but we'll go forward
12 with the staff report.

13 2309 Linden Lane is a contribﬁting resoﬁrce in the
14 Linden higtoric district. This is a second preliminary

15 consultation for construction of a side and rear addition.
16 . December 5th, the HPC reviewed a proposal for the

17 construction of a rear and side addition at the property and
18 was supportive of the massing, scale, and location of a

19  proposed rear addition, aﬂd agreeing that.it was sympathetic
20 to the existing house; and that it could be approved as is,
21 if submitted as part of a historic area work permit |
22 application.
23 o And I'll move it in the proposal in a secoﬁd, but
24 it is -- noﬁhing has changed) as I noted, in the staff
25 report, with regard to the rear addition, the height, the

26 size, the materials, location. Everything remains
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identical.

Both staff and the Commission expressed similar
concern with the citing of the bfoposed side adaition toward
the front plane of the house. There was genéral consensus
amdng the HPC that in order for the addition to be
approvable as a Historic Area Work Permit, it would need to
be either detached or éubstantially set back from the.front
plane of the historic massing.

Since the first preliminary consultation, the
applicant has submitted a revised proposal that includes a
smaller side addi#ion that is still attached to the historic
massing, But is pushed much further back. It's currently
pushed back 10 feet from the front of the historic house.
The proposal for the rear addition remains identical, as I
said, to the first preliminéry consultation.

The applicant is proposing to construct a 28 by 13
one-story addition on the east elevation of the house. The
proposed addition will be clad in German lap wood siding,
sheéthed with a standing seam metal rbof, and contain two-
over-two double hung wooden windows.

‘VA cévered concrete stoop will be installed at the
rear of the existing house to connect the proposed rear and
side additions. A single hung door will be locaéed on the
west elevation of the addition and serve as the primary
point of entry from the rear of the house.

The north elevation of the side addition will be
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detailed with two wooden doors for a rear yard

ingress/egress. The applicant is also proposing to

' construct a 15 by 15 one-story addition at the rear of the

house, and this is what I was referring to that is identical
from the first p;eliminary consultation that the Commission
was'subportiVe of. |

And this will also contain similar materials to
the proposed side addition, including wood and German lap
siding, vertical tongue and groove siding, and contains

simulated divided light wooden windows, and a sheath a

‘standing seam metal roof.

Without going into too much detail, with the rear
addition, staff is éupportive of it. The design is
subordinate to the-massing, and utilizeé treatments, as far
as windows and doprs appropriate. The lower roof section
will connect to the historic massing of the house with a
one-story addition which is inset on the west elevation
which allows the existing house to read.

The proposed removal of the single fixed door and
windows on fhe rear elevation, and the two triple sliding
glass doors in the left elevation bf the house were
installed as part of the later remodeling effort in the
eighties, so the removal of those features will not have an
adverse impact to the historic house.

The addition will inevitably‘be visible from the

public right-of-way as a result of the property being a
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corner lot. But staff is supportive of the proposed design
of this addition, as it attempts to minimize any impact of
the Streetscape of.the historic district by using the
exiéting ell on the hogse..

The proposed one-story side addition. At the
first preliminary consulfation, the HPC gave ﬁhe applicant
and the architect clear direction that a detachea side
addition would be the most desirable option for this
property.

. .Some Commissioners stated they would also consider
a side addition if it was pushed much further back from the
front plane of the house. Staff still has some concern with
the revised proposal, because it still includes an attached
side addition, although thé addition is nowApushed back 10

feet from the front plane of the house, a difference of

eight feet five inches from the original proposal. It helps

-preserve the legibility of the historic massing from the

public right-of-way, it still gives the house an
asymmetrical appearance when standin§ either directly in
front of the house or on the east side.

Since the first consultation, staff has met with

the architect to discuss the revised design strategy and the

-

future development of the site. Although this proposal is

for construction of a rear and side addition, the plans also

~address the future development. of the site, including

construction of a carriage house at the rear of the
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property, and expansipn of the existing driveway to
acqommodate the future carfiage house.

While the futufe'development of the site was
briefly discussed at the first preliminary consultation as a

possible constraint to constructing the detached structure

‘on the property, the major limiting factors were the

combination of the property containing several mature trees
that wouid be potentially impactéd if a detached building
were constructed onAthe property, and the 1imited side yard
setback on the east property boundary that I know the
architect spoke to the Commission about in some detail.

As a result of those factors; the setback and ﬁhe
mature trees, staff is amenable to a side addition at this
property because of those, because of those féctors. And I
think this proposal also presents an opportunity for the
Commission to comment oh and possibly even support in
conéept, the future construétion of a carriage hQﬁse and
dfiveway expansion at the property, as you can see on the
site plan that's provided iﬁ the staff report. It details
that future devélopmen£ of the site. '

This is certainly a factor the Commission should
consider when reviewing this perosal, but staff would like
to point out that the main emphasis of this review should
focus on the compatibiiity of the side addition with the
‘historic massiﬁg and its potential impact on the streetscape

of the historic district.
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And I know, as I said, the applicant I know is
here, and the architect is here now as well. And I do have
a few photos I can share with you, similar to lastAtime,‘if
you'd like to see them.

MR..FULLER: Do you‘want to see the photographs?
We're still familiar. Quickly, show them.

MR. SILVER:' Please'let me know if you'd like me
to stop at any one. I'll go through them, and I can go back
to one if you'd like. Then I do have slides on hére showing
the original and the new proposal, both obvioﬁsly here for

the site plan, and then for the elevations. Unfortunately,

I think as I go to the next one, the new proposal ones

.didn't come out quite as good as I had hoped on the copier.

However, I still think they are clear enough that it will
give you guys.an additional visual aid to review. That's
ali I have. |

MR. FULLER: Are there questions for staff?
Would the applicants like to come forward and make a
presentaﬁion or respond fo questions? State your name for
the record. Welcome. And you wiii have seven minutes if
you want to make a presentation.

MR. TRESEDER: My name is Paul Treseder. I'm fhe
architect.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. CHABUK: Okay. Hasan Chabuk. 1I'm the ownér.

MR. TRESEDER: Well, I think that the drawing in
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the‘staff presentation are fairly self-explanatory, and I
know yéu folks have looked at a lot of projects and houses,
so that you are welllable_to understand the proposal.

I was just looking, it's been a whiie since I
looked at these drawings. I was .looking at the front
elevation, and seeing how the elevation shows the asymmetry
of this proposal. But I think that the side elevation is
really more relevént, because it-gives a better sense of the
impact of this thing.

I think that the front elevation is a little
deceptive. I'd like to think that the elevation, because
it's set back from the main ridge 1iﬁe of the gablé, and
because the roof line is low, that iﬁ will Jjust, it will
read very -- it will nof confli¢t with the symmetry of this
houée, whi;h was, I think the main thing I came back from,
from tﬁe previous meéting, was theléense that the symmetry
and the strength of the 6rigina1 house should be left
unimpeded.

And so thé attempt was to follow the guidénce of
the Commission on that. And I just hbpe that I've |
accompliéhed that.

Mr. Chabuk could talk, maybe, I don't know if you.
wanted to talk about it at all-?

MR. CHABUK: Sure. Basically, most of the members
of the Commission that opposed.this proposalAwasn you have

all this back yard, why don't you put it in the back. And I
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mentioned that I had the plans of building a carriage house;
similar ﬁo my neighbor's carriage house that hés been | |
approved.

So Mr. Treseder ahd I, we went out in the back
vard, based on the setbacks of the carriage house, the
;equirement. We have about 45 feet between‘the existing
house to the front of the carriage housé. And there were
some mature trees that I know Historic Commission does not
like to have cut.

So as far as having.detached side addition, was
not physically feasible. Setting it back further means
there would be basically like 10 feet of space between the
carriage house and detached hobby shop that I am proposiné
to do.

So from the first presentation, we set it back 10
more feet, 10 feet total, and then brotrudes from the back
side by six feét, which gives us about approximately 40 feet
between carriage house that we're planning to build and this
side addition.

And in the process, we don't need to cut any -- if
you look at the driveway we're proposing, we don}t need to
cut any mature trees. SO it was kind of a, you know, having
the carriage house, also having this hobby shop that I like
to have, this was the minimum~spa¢e that we need for to be
able to drive into the garage and drive out.

And also, to have the impact of the side addition
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at minimum, the architect proposed vefy much lowering the
roof lines, if you notice that it was very much like a shed
rathér than a houée addition.

MR. TRESEDER: Or a porch.

MR. CHABUK: Or a porch. It's very significantly
lower roof lines.

MR. TRESEDER: So that's it.

MR. FULLER: Questions or comments?

MS. ALDERSON: -‘Just one quesﬁion. The photos
would suggest that there's a pretty éubstantial setback, the
house from the sidewalk. Where is this house setback
combared to say other housés in the neighborhood5

MR. CHABUK: My house ahd my neighbors house goes
back to 1890's. So it's about 64 feet from the street. But
the houses acroés the street is much closer to the street.'

MS. ALDERSON: rThat's what.I théught. So.that's
part of what makes the overall impression, it's quite a bit
farther back on the lot.

MR. CHABUK: On the side street, it goes Hill

Place, there are new houses, like 20 years old. They are

maybe 16 feet or something from the street. So ours is 1like

64 feet to the front of the house.

MS. ALDERSON: Thank you.

MR. TRESEDER: I believe that your house and your
neighboring house are the only two houses on this block,

aren't they?
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MR. CHABUK: Yes.

MR. TRESEDER: And they're both on large pieces of
property. They're very muchf YOu_know, a pai;.A

MR. CHABUK: ~Actua11y, springtime you really can't
see the side of the house because of the greenery, the woods
and trees.

MS. ALDERSON: So the visibility factor here is
not only the setback from the plane of the house, but the
setback of the entire house on the lot from the street with
the trees. in front as well.

MR. CHABUK: Yes, ‘there is a half-acre to lot

-which belongs to my neighbor who is here. This lot on the

side is a separate lot thét is half acre, all wooded like é
forest.

MSL ALDERSON: Thank vyou.

MR. CHABUK: Yes.

MR. FULLER: Are there some comments?

MS. ANAHTAR; Yes, I have a comment. Considering
that this is only a contributing resource, not an
outstanding resource, and one-story side additions are very
typical for historic buildings, I think this new scale of
the side addition is approvable. I also like the wrap
around porch mofe than what waé proposed before. So I am
qomfortable at doinglthis.

MR. CHABUK: May I voluntee; to say that from this

second presentation, we're proposing like a horseshoe shape
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addition. In other words, it's not too separate, but there
is a porch in the back, but the roof cont;nues around thei
house. So it's not, it's not going to -- physically, it's
not going to look like twogseparate additions.

| -MR. JESTER: For my comment, I actﬁally concur
with Commissioner Anahtar. I think the design revisions are
a significant improvément. I think they really help
maintain the legibility of the oblique views on the side of
the house, and I don't think they detract from the character
of the resource. I think it's, in my view it's approvable.
I think you've pushed it back to the, just to the point
where ip's not conflicting with maintaining the main mass of
the house. |

And I think the other back addition is also fine.
I really think it's a big improvement, and I don't see any
reason why this can't be approved.

MS. ALDERSON: I agree. I think the conceiving of
it like the massing for a side porch was a good idea, and
the picture that we're lookingAat, the streetscape view is
very helpful in'showing thét this would make a different
impression if the house were very close to the sidewalk, but
set well back on a lot that's guite,wooded, I think it will
actually blend in.

It looks like the kind}of addition you would
traditionally see added to a farmhouse, so it works, I

think.
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MR. FULLER: Do you want to.finish going down the
line, then?
| MS. MILES: As you know, i spoke very fdrCefully
against it.initially, because of my concerns that this house
;s essentially a, its whole architectural character is based

on how symmetrical it is. I certainly think this is

improved. I certainly think that pushing it back ‘helps a .

lét. I really far prefer the lower profile that it has. I
would probably still prefer to see it pushed back further.

As you know, I initially said I wanted to seé it
all in the back, but I 'would still probably like to see it
go back another five to 10 feet.

MR. ROTENSTEIN:‘ I'll be brief. I think
Commissioner Miles pretty much summed up my position aé'
well.

 MR. FLEMING: I havé'no‘comment. I think it
should be approved.

MR. FULLER: Personally, I still, I have no

problem at ail with the rear addition. I actually like the

new rear addition where you attempt to try to tie the rear-

-addition, rear elevation where you tied the rear addition

into the side addition. I think that came off nicely.
But .I think in éarticular looking at your future

site plan, it really demonstrates why the side addition

doesn't work; I mean, at that poinﬁ in time, you've so

over-maximized the property that you're building essentially
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right where you've got pavement from the property line to
the addition to the house.
It just feels really over-maximized. And

personally, it seems wrong to be building a shed on the side

of the house. If you're going to be doing a carriage house

and garage, it just seems so much more appropriate to be

putting this as part of that new construction. I have no

‘problem conceptually with the size of the carriage house

garage that's being proposed in the back of the lot. vIt's a
corner lot. It's é large lot. It's.way in the back. So I
have no problem with that.

So from my personal perspective, I don't think I
could be sold on the side addition, even wifh'the.setback as
currently shéwn. It's far better. - It's définitely better
than where it was, but so personally I couldn't support it.

So from what I'm hearing, I've heard nobody change
their opinion from last time that thé rear addition is not
approvable as is. It's a nice addition and in keeping with
what's there.

"I don't think I've heard anybody else comment on
the abilityvor the.thoughts on the future garage, so I'm‘
assuming that means that people didn't haveia real problem
with the future garage, at that point in time, in terms of
something coming forward. And I think you hear three and
three and -- actually it's four and three, and one was

saying that he could support it. So there's a slight
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majority sayingAthey would be in favor, of the Commissioners
sitting herée tonight.

MR..JESTER: There are others that are missing.

MR. FULLER: That's what I'm saying, of us that
are here ténight. |

MR. TRESEDER: Well, to accept that this is
advisory and I'm sort of looking fof your suggeétions, you
know,Ait's still, we can make additionai changes. I'm
Qondering if it were made, I don't know, slightly smaller or
pushed a little bit fu;ther back, if that would -- I think
there is room_for adjusting it somewhat.

Obviously, Commissioner Fuller, you know, in

making it smaller, it sounds to me like your objection would

stilltbe there, even if it were slightly smaller.

MR. FULLER: Actually, if it were small enough

that you could get a drive past it,land you're not dealing

with-pavement from property line to building, I start
feeling a little bit more comfortable with it.
MR.' TRESEDER: On the sidé there.

MR. FULLER: On the side. So from my personal
perspective, as I said, I think your rear elevation actually
solves itself fairly nicely at this point in time.

MR. TRESEDER: Yes .

MR. FULLER: But to have the shed there, as I
said, my true preference would be just do it as a part of

the future garage, or build it there now and build the
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garage onto it, something like that. But. I think I could be
convinced of some kind of a side addition, but this just
feels too big and too maximized.

MR. TRESEDER: Okay. Okay. So, all right.

MR. FULLER: 1I'll let the others speak és to
whethér'they're as adamant or more adamant.

MR. ROTENSTEIN: I guess the chair is looking for
additional input. I feel the same way. I'm very
disinclined fo approve an addition on the side of this
resource.

I think if you were to come back for a historic

area work permit with an addition on the side, I think

- you've done a good job of showing us in two dimensions the

side elevation, but I think also if you're inclined to go in

that direction for a side elevation, give us something that

gives us a 3;ﬁ repfesen&a%ién of what it ﬁiéht 1odk'1iké
from the oblique, an axonometric type view.

But again, thé statements I made at the first
preliminary consultation, I think, the symmetry.of this
property is a really significant character défining feature,
and I'd be hard pressed to approve something with a side
addition. .
MR. CHABUK: ‘May I ask? T doﬁ't.know the rules
and what does it require, unanimous? 

MR. FULLER: No. You just need a simple majority,

and all we're pointing out is, of the people that are here
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tonight, you would have a majority favoring it, but there

are two Commissioners that are not here tonight.

MR. CHABUK: ©Oh, you mean --

MR. FULLER: Wheh you come back, you're not
getting a vote tonight. When you come back for a HAWP, you
may or may not get the same group of people.

MR. éHABUK: May I address to your comments?

MR. FULLER: Sure.

MR. CHABUK: If I, if we built the carriage house
big enough to, you know, so that I can have my Hobby shop, I
mean, 1it's going to be massive carriage house. If you look
at the site plan, it's going to be huge.

MS. ANAHTAR: That's exactly what I'm afraid of.
Once he moves this function to the carriage house, it's
going to be another house competing with fhe original house.

MR. CHABUK: I mean; we actually went there,
measured the position, the location of the trees, see how we
would have the driveway. I mean, we didn't just put it

together in 10 minutes. I mean, we literally got on the

field, measured setback, and I mean, I don't -- I'm just

bringing it to your attention that the carriage house is for
two car garage. And if.I have my hobby shop there,
woodworking shop, not'sheq, I said I could use‘it for
storage but it is not built for shed.

MS. MILES: I wouldn't want to see it go on-the

carriage house either. But this is a very large, I mean, if
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you look at it, it's probably a good 40 percent of the
footprint of the original house. So I do think it could be

pushed back and made smaller and still accomplish the

program. And I wouldn't want to see it attached to the, if

you just look. at the proposal, the proposed two-car garage
is quite significant on the lot, and I agree that I wouldn't
want to see that again.

MR. FULLER: What's shown as a two-car garage is
30 by 28 féét. It's not exactly a two-car garage, soO it,
the space that's allocated there is two cars plus quite a
bit. So it's, I don't‘think you would need to have, or I
think you could have a small two-car garage and a hobby'shop
area, I'm sorry, in about that footprint. I mean, and not
have a bigger impact than what we are currently seeing.
| MR. JESTER: Or a one-car garage and a workshop in
one mass. .Are you proposing, 1is ybur concept of the

carriage house to have occupied space on the second floor of

-the garage?

MR. CHABUK: Well, it was going tq be one and a’
half, like a loft type. |

MR. JESTER: So no occupied space --

MR. CHABUK: No.

MR. JESTER: Not functional --

MR. TRESEDER: Storage space, functional storage.

MR. JESTER: But not —;

MR. TRESEDER: I don't know.
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MR. CHABUK: Thére is no plan for anybody to
occupy it. We would use it for storage. And also we like
to have that high-pitched roof. I mean, just aesthetically
we're having it for that reason, to match, or toc go along
with the house.

MR. TRESEDER: Actually, since we're talking about
the carriage house, at the last meeting it was expressed the
fact that if we were to bring the driveway in from Haie
Drive, that would not be preferréd, people wére of pretty
strong feeling, I think, that'that wouldn't be appropriate.

And if I get a confirmation of that, it would be
helpful, because you know, obviously tﬁe objecﬁion to the,
you thought of the driveway being squeezed in there, you
know, if the driveway came straight from Haie Drive, that
wouldn't be an issue. But we didn't think of, you know, we
purposely avoided that because of the previous discussion
about how a driveway coming in from Hale Drive would be not
lookéd on very favorably.

And‘I just wonder if there. is any additional
thought on that, or confirmation of that thought?

MS. MILES: I don't remember a'discuss;on about
coming in from the o;her street. Do you remember?

MR. SILVER: It was briefly, very, very b'riefly
discusséd.

MS. ANAHTAR: It would be more désirable, since it

would reduce the paved area.
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MR. TRESEDER: You can see, it is a shorter
distance, and it would be less ;ogal paving.

MR. CHABUK: I think it was in the context of Ms.
Miieg saying, well, you have this big back yard. Wwhy don't
you put it in the back. 2And I said we wére planning to
build a carriage house." And then, how do you get in there?

And I said, well, architect was suggesting from the Hale

-Place, which is a side street. ~And then you mentioned that

that might create more problems. And that was --

MS. MILES: I think it might have been about the
trees was the only reason, because you mentioned Qou had a
lot of mature trees. | |

MR. TRESEDER: Right. Assuming we could sort Qf
snake our way through there, it might, I just think I'm
addressing Commissioner Fuiler's thougﬁt, that might, we
could take that approach.

MR. JESTER: I'm not sure if this is in the staff
report, but what's the existing lot coverage? What's the
proposed lot cbverage without the garage? And what's the
proposed lot coverage if ali, both new elements are added?

‘MR. TRESEDER: As a percentage, you mean? I
havén't done the calculations.

MR. CHABUK: The lot is 22,000 square foot. The
house is about 1000 square foot. Actually, it is L, so
including this p:oposed addition it would be about 30 by 32,

about 1000 square foot floor space.
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' MR. JESTER: I guess what I'm getting at, I don't

know what's typical for Takoma Park. And this is a large

lot. But this is not -- not Takoma Park. This is the

Linden historic districf in Silver Spring. But the lot
coverage is a pretty significant increase with the rear
addition and the side addition and especially if you add the
carriage house.

MR. CHABUK: We are in R-60 zone, and there are
not many houses there in that neighborhood that are 22,000
squaré foot lot. Most houses are on 6,000 square foot.

MR. TRESEDER: So perhaps if there's no étrong
objection to éﬁe idea of the driveway coming in from the
side -- i
MS. ALDERSON: Can we return to the driveway? .I
rémember now the reason why the preference for leaving the
driveway a£ éhe Linden‘ﬁané-iocétiéﬁ} and .it's not just how .
much of the lot the driveway occupies, but how much gfeen
space is left when you insert the driveway. And if you
insert the driveway crossing into Hale Place where the
garage is placed now, it slices off a piece, you've isolated
part of the green on one side of the driveway. Less of the
yvard is useable AS green space and landscapes.'

MR. TRESEDER: 1It's cpn;inuing -- yes.

MS. ALDERSON: Whereas, that's,why everybody puts
it on the side, because they can't really capture that space

on the side really as usable green space or play space
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anyway, so that they would preserve a larger area of green
space, which may have been a consideration for you.

MR. CHABUK: Well, we really didn't study this, so
I'm hoping that it's.not, it may not be the ideal sitgation,
but a compromise. It's not my first choice.

MR. JESTER: Could we go back to something? I
mean, Commissioner Fﬁller had objections to the érive being
tight to the lot line with the side addition. Does your
workshop have to be attaChed to the house? Would you --

MR. CHABUK: No.

MR. JESTER: I know you would like to have it

there, but, might you be able to have the drive on this side

where you have it now, but combine the carriage house so it

is basically two functions. 1It's the workshop and the

garage.

| MR.‘CHABUK:> The site plan is there. It's goirng
to be.massive. I think it's going to be massive building,
bigger than the house floor space.

MR. TRESEDER: But you're basically, it's'sort of
a personal preference to have your workshop contiguous with
the house --

MR. CHABUK: I prefer this, yes. And also, the
roof is like a horseshoe shape, although it's in the back,
it's not shaded. But the roof line is continuous. So it
actually --

MR. TRESEDER: It's a wrap around.
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- MR. CHABUK: Wrap around.

MR. TRESEDER: Okay. . All right.

MR. CHABUK: And then the back, that light area is
a porch, but the roof is all continuous.

MR. TRESEDER: Well, this new scheme has reduced
the size of the workshop several feet from the original
scheme, and perhaps theré is room to reduce it even further,
to make it, you know, still a functional workshop, but not
quite so large.

MR. CHABUK: Well, I mean, the alternative is like
I have to give up the carriage hduse. I mean, theré is
something I have to give up.

MR. TRESEbER: Okay. Thank you.

MR. FﬁLLER: Thank you, sir. It is not slightly
clearer on it, but --

MR. TRESEDER: We've got your comments, so thank
you.

MR. FULLER: Thank you. All right. I think we
were down to other business. We have done the minutes. We
did the staff itemé. Are there any Comﬁission items for
this evening-?

| MR. WHIPPLE: I will just remind all of you that I
will see you next week at Chevy Chase Village Hall for the
joint training with Rockviile andIGaithersburg.

MR. FULLER: Can we put that.on that list that you

wanted for our training for last year?
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MRJ.WHIPPLE: Absolﬁtely. No, bﬁt you get credit
for this year, which is even better.

MR. FULLER: Okay. Anything else? We're
adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 9:15 p.m., the hearing was

concluded.)
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center, four feet, five feet in thé'air. So, I mean, I
personally can't be too strohgly in favor of being a
participant in a fancy ribbon cutting. I mean, but I leave ‘
that to others.

MS. MILES: I move that we not attend.

MR. FULLER: I hate to be the nay sayer. Wwhy
don't we go back on our agenda, movihg to number 54,
preliminary consultation for 2309 Linden Lane. Is there a
staff report?

* MR. SILVER: Yeé, sir. The applicant is now here.
The architect will be coming shortly, but we'll go forward

with the staff report.

2309 Linden Lane is a contributing resoﬁrce in the
Linden historic district. This is a second preliminary

consultation for construction of a .side and rear addition.

.December 5th, the HPC reviewed a proposal for the

construction of a rear and side addition at the property and

was .supportive of the massing, scale, and location of a

- proposed rear addition, and agreeing that it was sympathetic

/

to the existing house, and that it could be approved as is,
if submitted as part of a historié area work permit
application.

"And I'l1l move it in the proposal in a second, but
it is -- nothing has changed, as I noted, in the staff'
report, with regard to the rear addition, the height, the

size, the materials, location. Everything remains
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identical.
Both staff'and the Commission expressed similar
concern with the citing of the proposed side addition toward

the front plane of the house. There was general consensus

among the HPC that in order for the addition to be

approvable as a Historic Area Work Permit, it would need to
be either detached or substantially set back from the front
plane of the historic massing.

. Since the first preliminary consultation, the

.applicant has submitted a revised proposal that includes a

smaller side addition that is still attached to the historic
massing, but is pushed much further back. It's currenﬁly'
pushed back 10 feet from_the front of the historic house.
The proposal for the rear addition remains identical, as I
said, to the first preliminary consultation.

The applicant is proposing to construct a 28 by 13
one-story addition on the east elevation of the house. The
proposed addition will be clad in German lap wood siding,
sheathed with a standing seam metal roof, and contain two-
over-two double hung wooden windows.

A -covered concrete stoop will be installed at the
rear of the existing house to connect the proposed rear and
side additions. A single hung door will be located on the
west elevation of the addition and serve as the primary
point of entry from the rear of the house.

The north elevation of the side addition will be
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detailed with two wooden doors for a rear yard
ingress/egress. The applicant is also proposing to
construct a 15 by 15 oné—stoiy addition at the rear of the
house, and this is what I was referring to that is identical
from the first preliminary consultation that the Commission
was supportive of. |

And this will also céntain similar materials to
the proposed side addition, including wood and German lap
siding, vertical tongue and groove sidiné, and contains
simulated divided light wooden windows, and a sheath a
standing seam metal roof. .

Without going into too much detail, with the rear
addition, sféff is supportive of it. The design is
subordinate to the massing, and utilizes treatments, as far
asvwindows and doors appropriate. The lower roof section'
will coﬁnect to the historic massing of the house With a
one-story addition which is inset on the west‘elévation
which ailows the existing house to réad.

The proposed removal of the single fixed door and
windows on the‘rear}elevation, and ;he two triple sliding
glass doors 'in the left elevation of the house were
installed as part of the later remodeling effort in the
éighties, so the removal of those features will not have an
adverse impact to the historic house.

The addition will inevitably be visible from the

public right-of-way as a result of the property being a
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corner lot. But staff is supportive of the proposed design
of this addition, as it attempts to minimize any  impact of

the streetscape of the historic district by using the

"existing ell on the house.

The proposed one-story side addition. At the
first preliminary consultation, the HPC gave the appiicant
and the architect clear direction that a detached side
addition would be the most desirable option for this
property.

éoﬁe.cdhﬁiséibneré étaﬁed‘thevaouié”alséiEdﬁéider
a side addition if it was pushed much further back from the

front plane of the house. Staff still has some concern with

‘the revised proposal, because it still includes an attached

side addition, although the addition is now pushed back 10
feet from the front plane of the house, a difference of
eight feet five inches from the original proposal. It helps
preserve the legibility of the historic'massing from the
public right—of—way, it sgill gives thé house .an
asymmetrical appearance when standing either directly in
front of the house or on the east side.

Since the first consultation, staff has met with
the architect to discuss the revised design strategy and the
future development of the.site. Although this proposal is
for construction of a rear and side addition, the plans also
address the future development of the site, including

construction of a carriage house at the rear of the
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property, and éxpansion of the existing driveway to
accommodate the future carriage house.

While the future development of the site was
briefly discussed at the first preliminary consultation as a
possible constraint to constructing the detached structure
on the property, the major limiting factors were the
combination of the property containing several mature trees
that woula be potentially impacted if a detached building
were constructed on the property, and the limited side yard
setback on the east pfoperty boundary‘that I know the
architect spoke to the Commission about in some detail.

As a result of those factors, the setback and the
mature trees, staff is amenable to a side addition at this
property because of those, because of those factors. And I
think this proposal also presents an opportunity for the
Commission to comment on and possibly even support‘in
concept, the future construction of a carriage house and
driveway expansion at the property, as.you can see on the
site plan that's provided in the staff feport. It details
that future development of the site.

This ié certainly a factor the Commission should
consider when reviewing this proposal, but staff would like
to point out that the main emphasis of this review should
focus on-the compatibility of the side-addition with the
historic massing and its potential impact on the streetscape

of the historic district.
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And I know, as I said, the applicant I know is .
here, and the architect is here now as well. And I do have
a few photos I'can share with you, similar to last time; if
you'd like to see them. |

MR. FULLER: Do you want to see the photographs?
We're still familiar. Quickly, show them. .

| MR. SILVER:‘ Please let me know if you'd like me
to stop at any one. I'll go ;hrough them, and.I can go back
to one if you'd like. Then I do have slides on here showing
the original and the new proposal, both obviously here for
the site plan, and then for the elevations. Unfortunately,

I think as I go to the next one, the new proposal ones

didn't come out quite as good as I had hoped on the copier..

However, I still think they are clear enough that it will
give you guys an additional visual aid to review. That's
all I have.

MR. FULLER: Are there questions for staff?
Would the applicants like to come forward and make a
presentation or respond to.questions? State your name for
the record. Welcome. And you will have seven minutes if
you want to make a presentation.

MR. TRESEDER: My name is Paul Treseder. I'm the
architect.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. CHABUK: Okay. Hasan Chabuk. I'm the owner.

MR. TRESEDER: Well, I think that the drawing in




Tsh

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18
19
20

21

22

23

24

25

26

43

the staff presentation are fairly self-explanatory, and I
know you folks have looked at a lot of projects and houses,
so that yoﬁ are well able to understand the proposal.

I was just looking, it's been a while since I

looked at these drawings. I was looking at the front

-elevation, and seeing how the elevation shows the asymmetry

of this proposal. But I think that the side elevation is
really more relevant, because it gives a betﬁer sense of the
impact of this thing.

I think that the front eleva;ion is a liﬁtle
deceptive. 1I'd like to think that the elevation, beéause
iths set back from the main ridge line of the gable, and
because the roof line is low, thaflit will just, it will

read very -- it will not conflict.with the symmetry of this

~house, which was, I think the main thing I came back from,

from the pre&ious meeting, was the sense that phe symmetry
and the strength of the original house should be left
unimpeded. |

And SO the attempt was to follow the guidance of
the Commission on ﬁhat. And I jﬁs;ihope that I've
accomplished that.

Mr. Chabuk could talk, maybe, I don't know if you
wanted to talk about it at all-?

MR. CHABUK: ~ Sure. Basically, most of the members
of the Commissidn that opposed.this proposal was, you have |

all this back yard, why don't you put it in the back. And I
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mentioned that I had the plans of building a carriage house,
similar to my neighbor's carriage house that has been_
approved.

So Mr. Treseder and I, we wenﬁ out in the back

yvard, based on the setbacks of the carriage house, the

- requirement. We have about 45 feet between the existing

house to the front of the carriage house. And there were
some mafure trees that I know Historic Commission does not
like to have cut.

So as far as having detached side addition, was
not physically féasible. Setting it back further means
there would be baéically like 10 feet of space between the
carriage house and detached hobby shop that I am proposing.
to do.

So from the first presentation, we set it back lO
more feet, 10 feet total, and then protrudes from the back
side by six feet, which gives us about approximately 40 feet

between carriage house that we're planning to build and this

. side addition.

And in the process, we don't need to cut any -- if
you look at the driveway we're ﬁroposing, we don't need to
cut ény mature trees. So it was kind of a, you know, having
the carriage house, also having this hobby shop that I like
to have, this was the minimum space that we need for to be
able to drive into the garage and drive out.

And also, to have the impact of the side addition
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at minimﬁm, the architect proposed very much lowerihg the
roof lines, if you nétice that it was very much like a shed
rather than a house addition.

MR. TRESEDER: Or a porch.

MR. CHABUK: Or a porch. 1It's very significantly
lower roof lines.

MR. TRESEDER: So that's it.

MR. FULLER: Questions or comments-?

' MS. ALDERSON: Just one question. The photos
would suggest that there's a pretty substantial setback, the
house from the sidewalk. Where is this house setback
compared to say other hoﬁses in the neighborhood?

MR. CHABUK: _My house and my neighbors house goes
back to 1890's. So it's about 64 feet from the street. But
the houses across the étreet'is much closer to the street.

MS. ALDERSON: That's what I thought. So that's

part of what makes the overall impression, it's quite a bit

farther back on the lot.

MR. CHABUK: On thé side street, it goes Hill
Place, there are new houses, like 20 years old. They are
maybe 16 feet or something ffom the street. So ours is like
64 feet to the front of the house.

MS. ALDERSON: Thank you.

MR. TRESEDER: I believe that your house and your
neighboring houée are the only two houses on this block,

aren't they?
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1 . MR. CHABUK: Yes.

2 MR. TRESEDER: And they're both on large pieces of
3 property. They're very mueh, yoﬁ know, a pair.

4 MR. CHABUK: Actually, springtime you really can't
5 see the side of the house because of the greenery, the woods
6 and trees.

7 | ° MS. ALDERSON: So the visibility faetor here is

8 not only the setback from the plane of the house, but the

9 setback of the entire house on the lot from the street with
10 the trees in front as well.
11 MR. CHABUK: Yes, there is a half-acre to lot
12 which belongs te my neighbor who is ﬂere. This lot on the
13 side is a separate lot‘phat is half acre, all wooded like a

14 forest.

15 ] MS. ALDERSON: Thank you.
16 , MR. CHABUK: Yes.
17 MR. FULLER:' Are there some comments?
18- MS. ANAHTAR: Yes, I have a comment. Considering

19 that this is only.a contributing resource, not an

20 outstending resource, and one-story side additions are very .
21 typical for historic buildings, I.think this new scale of
22  the side addition. is approvable. I also like the wrap

23 around porch more than what was proposed before. So I am
24 comfortable at doing this.

25 . MR. CHABUK: May I volunteer to say that from this

26 second presentation, we're proposing like a horseshoe shape
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addition. 'In other words, it's not too separate, but there
is a porch in the back, but the roof continues around the
house. So it's not, it's not going to -- physically, it's
not going ﬁo look like two separate additions.

MR. JESTER: For my comment, I actually concur

- with Commissioner Anahtar. I think the design revisions are

a significant improvement. I think they really help
maintgin the legibility of the oblique views on the side of
the house, and I don't think they detract from the character
of the resource. I think it's, in my view it's approvable.
I think you've pushed it back to the, just to the point:
where it's not conflicting with maintaining the main mass of
the house.

And I think the other back addition is also fine.
I really think it's a big improvement, and I don't see any
reason why this can't be approved.

MS. ALDERSON: I agree. I think the conceiving of
it like the massing for a side porch was a good idea, and
the picture that we're looking at, the streetscape view is
very helpful in.showiné that this would make a.different
impression if the house were very close to the sidewalk, but
set well back on a lot that's quite wooded, I think it will
actually blend in.

It looks like the kind of addition you would
traditionally see added to a farmhouse, so it works, I

think.
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MR. FULLER: Do you want to finish going down the

- line, then? .

MS. MILES: As you know, I spoke very forcefully
against it initially, bepause of my concerné that this house
is essentially a, its whole architectural character is based
on how symmetrical it is. I certainly think this is
improved. i certainly think that pushing it back helps a
lot. I really far prefgr the lowér profile that it has. I
would probably still prefer to see it pushed back further.

As-you know, I initially said I wanted to see.it
qll in the back, but I would still probably like”to‘See it
gO'back;anothérffive to 10 fseg.

| MR. ROTENSTEIN: I'll be brief. 'I think
Cqmmissioner Miles pretty much summed up my position as
well.

MR. -FLEMING: "I have no comment. I think it

zshould~be;appréVéd.

MR. FULLER: Personally, I still, I. have no
problem at all with the rear addition. I actually like the
new rear addition where ?ou attempt to try to tie the rear
addition, rear elevation where you tied the rear addition
into the side additioﬁ. I think that came off nicely.

But I-thinkwinvparticular looking at your future
site plan, it really demonstrates why the side addition
doesﬁ't work. I mean, at thatupoint in time, you've so

oVer—ﬁaximized the property that you're building essentially
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right where you;ve got pavement from the property line to
the addition to the house.

It just feels really over-maximized. Apd
personally, it seems wrong to be building a shed on the side
of the house. If you're going to be doing a carriage house
and garage, it just seems so much more appropriate to be
putting this as part of that new construction. I have no
problem conceptually with the size of the carriage house
garage that's being proposed in the back of the lot. 1It's a
corner lot. 1It's a large lot. 1It's way in the back. So I
have no problem with that.

So from my personal perspective, I don't think I
could -be sold on the side addition, even with tﬁe se;baék as
currently,shQWﬁ{’ It's far better. 1It's definitely better
than where it was, but so personally I couldn't support it.

So from what I'm hearing, I've heard nobody change
their opinion from last time that the rear addition is not
approvable as is. It's a nice addition and in keeping with
what's there.

I don't think I've heard anybody else comment on
the ability or the thoughts on the futufe garage, so I'm
assuming thaﬁ means that peoble didn't havela real problem
with the future garage, at that point in time, in terms of
something coming forward. And I think you hear three and
three and -- actually it's four and three, and one was

saying that he could support it. So there's a slight
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1+ majority saying they wou1d~beiin7favor,,of the Commissi9ners
2 sitting~here'tonight. |

3 MR. JESTER: There are others that are missing.

4 MR. FULLER: That's what I'm saying, of us that

5 are‘here tonight.

6 MR. TRESEDER: 'Well, to aécept that this is

7 advisory and I'm sort of looking for your suggestions, you

8 know, it's still, wé can make additional changes. I'm

9 wondering if it were made, I don't know, slightly smaller or
10 pushed a little bit further 5a¢£¥ if that would -- irﬁﬁiﬁk
11 there is room ﬁor adjusting it somewhat.

12 Obviously, Commissioner Fuller, you know, in

13 making it smaller, it sounds to me like your objection would
14 still be there, even if it were slightly smaller.

15 MR. FULLER: Actually, if it were small enougp

16 that you could get a drive past it, and yqu'fe not dealing
17 with pavement from property liné to building, I start

18 feeling a little bit more comfortable witppit.

19 MR. TRESE.DERT VOn the side t;here.
20 MR. FULLER: On the side. So from my personal
21 perspective, as I saia, I think your rear elevation actually
22 solves itself faifly nicely at this point in time.
23 MR. TRESEDER: Yes.
24A MR. FULLER: But to have the shed there, as I
25 said,_myftrue preference would be just do it as a part pf
26 the future garage, or build it there now and build thé
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garage onto it, something like that. But I think I could be
cohvinced of some kind of a side addition, but this just
feels too big and too maximized.

MR. TRESEDER: Okay. Okay. So, all right.A

MR. FULLER: 1I'll let the others speak as to
whether they're as adamant or more adamant.

MR. ROTENSTEIN: - I guess the chair is looking for
additional input. I feel the same Way;4 I'm very
disinclined to approve an addition on the side of this
resource.

I think if you were to come back for a historic
area work permit with an addition on the side, I think
you've done a good job of showing us in twé dimensions the
side elevation, but I think also if you're inclined to go in
that direction for aAside elevation, give us something that
gives us a 3-D representation of what it might look like
from the oblique, an axonometric type view.

But again, the stapements I made at the first
preliminary consultation, I think, the symmetry of this

property is a really significant character defining feature,

:and I'd be hard pressed to approve something with a side

7additionz

MR. CHABUK: May I ask? I don't know the rules -
and what does it require, unanimous?
MR. FULLER: No. You just need a simple majority,

and all we're pointing out is, of the people that are here
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tonight, you would'havé a majority fayo:ing it, but there
are two Commissioners that are not here tonight.

MR. CHABUK: Oh, ydu mean --

MR. FULLER: When you come back, you're not
getting a vote t&night. When you come back for a HAWP, you
may .or may not get the same group of people.

MR. CHABUK: May I address to your comments?

MR. FULLER:. .Sure.

MR. CHABUK: If I, if we built the carriage house
big enough to, you know, so that I can have my hobby shop, I
mean, it's going to be massive carriage house. If you look
at the site‘plan, it's going to be huge.

MS. ANAHTAR: That's exactly what I'm afraid of.
Onée he moves this function to the cafriage house, it's
going to be another house.competing with ﬁhe original house.

MR. CHABUK: I mean; we actually went there,
measured the position, the location of the trees, see how we
would have the driveway. I mean, we didn't just put it
together in 10 minutes. I mean, we‘literally got on the
fieid, measured setback, and I mean; I don't -- I'm just
bringing it to your attention that the cérriage house is for
twé car garage. And if I have my hobby.shop;there,
woodworking shop, not shed, I said I could use it for
storage but it is not built for shed.

MS. MILES: I wouldn't want to see it go on the

carriage house either. But this is a very large, I mean, if
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you look at it, it's probably a good 40 percent of the

footprint of the original house. So I do think it could be

pushed back and made smaller and still accomplish the

program. Aﬁa I wouldn't want to see it attached to the, if
you just look at the propoéal, the proposed two-car garage
is quite significant on the 1§t, and I agree that I wouldn't
want to see that again.

MR. FULLER: What's shown as a two-car garage is
30 by 28 feet. 1It's pot exactly a two-car garage, so it,
thé space that's allocated éhere is two cafs plus quite a
bit. So it's, I don't think you would need to have, or I
think you coﬁld have a small'two—car garage and a hobby shop
area, I'm sorry, in about that footbrint.’ I mean, and not
have arbigger impact than what Qe are currently seeing.

MR. JESTER: Or a one-car garage andba workshopAin
one mass. Are you proéosing, is your concept of the
carriage-hoﬁse‘to have occupied space on the second flobr of
the garége? |

MR. CHABUK: Well,'it was going to be one and a
half, like a loft type.

MR. JESTER: So no occupied space --

MR. CHABUK: No.

MR. JESTER: Not functional --

MR.-TRESEDER: Storage space, functional storage.

MR. JESTER: But not --

"MR. TRESEDER: I don't know.
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i MR. CHABUK: There is no plan for anybody to

. 2 occupy it. We would use'it for stofage. And also we like
3 to have that high-pitched roof. I mean, just aesthetically
4 we're having it for that reason, to match, or to go along
5 with the house.
6 MR..TRESEDER: Actually, since we'ré talking about
7 the carriage house, at the last meeting it was expressed the
8 fact'that if we were to bring the driveway in from Hale

9 Drive, that would not be preferred, people were of pretty

10 strong feeling, I think, that that wouldn't be appropriate.
11 And if I get a confirmatioﬁ of that, it would be
‘12 helpful, because you know, obviously the objection to the,
13 you thought of the driveWay being sqﬁeezed in there, you

14 know, if the'dfiveway came straight from Hale Drive, that
15 wouldn't be an issue. But'we didn't think of, you know, we
16 purposely avoided that because of the previous discussion
17 about how a driveway coming in from Hale Drive would be not
18 looked on very favorably.

19 And I just wonder if there is any additional

20 thought on that, or confirmation of that thought?

21 ' MS. MILES: I don't remember a discussion about
22 coming in from the other street. Do you remember?

23 ' | MR. SILVER: It was briefly, ver&, very briefly
24 discussed.

25 MS. ANAHTAR: It would be more desirable, since it

26 would reduce the paved area.
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MR. TRESEDER: You can see, it is a shorter
distance, and it would be less total paving.

MR. CHABUK: I think it was in the context of Ms.

Miles saying, well, you have this big back yard. Wwhy don't

you put it in the back. And I said we were planning to
build a carriage house. 2And then, how do you get in there?
And I said, well, architect was suggesﬁing from the Hale
Place, which is a side street. And then you mentioned that
that might create more problems. And that was --

MS. MILES: I think it might have been about the
trees was<the.only reason, because you mentioned you had a
lot of mature trees.

MR . TRESEDER: Right. Assuming we could sort of
snake ouf way through there, it might, I just think I'm
addressing Commissioner Fuller's thought, thaﬁ might; we
could take that approach.

MR. JESTER: I'm not sure if this isAin the staff
report, but what's the existing lotvcovefage? What's the
propoéed lot coverage without the  garage? And what's the
proposed lot coverage if all, both new elements are added?

MR. TRESEDER: As a percentage, you mean? I
haven't done the calculations.

MR.»CHABUK: The lot is 22,000 square foot. The
house is about’lQOO square foot. Actually, it is L, so
including-this proposéd addition it would be about 30 by 32,

about 1000 square foot floor space.
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MR. JESTER: I guess what I'm getting at, I don't
know what's typical for Takoma Park. And this is a large

lot. But this is not -- not Takoma Park. This is the

~ Linden historic district in Silver Spring. . But the lot

coverage is a prett? éignificant increase with the rear
addition and the side addition and‘especially if you add the
carriage house.

MR. CHABUK: We are in R-60 zone, and there are

not many houses there in that neighborhood that are 22,000
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square foot lot. Most houses are on 6,000 square foot.

MR. TRESEDER: . So perhaps if there's no strong
objection to the idea of the driveway éomiﬁg in from the
side --

MS. ALDERSON: Can weé return to the driveway? I
remember now the reason why the pfeference for leavin§ the
driveway at the Linden Lane locatién, andvit's not just how
much of the ldt thé driveway occupies, but how much‘green~
space is left when you insert the driveway.: - And if you
insert the driveway crossing into Hale Place where the
garage is‘placed now, it'slices.ofﬁ a piece, you've iéolated

part of the green on one side of the driveway. Less of the

yard is useable as green space and landscapes.

MR. TRESEDER: It's continuing.—— ves.
MS. ALDERSON: Whereas, that's why everybody puts
it on the side, because they can't really capturé that space

on the side really 'as usable green space or play space
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anyway, so that they would preserve a largér area of green
space, which may have béen.a consideration for you.

MR. CHABUK: Well, we really didn't study this, so
I'm hoping that it's not, it may not be the ideal situation,
but a compromise. It's not my first choice.

MR. JESTER: Could we go back to something? I
mean, Commissioner Fuller héd objections to the drive being
tight to the lot line with the side addifion. Does your
workshop have to be attached to the house? Would you. —-

MR. CHABUK: No..

MR. JESTER: I know you would like to have it
there, but, might you be ablé to have the drive on this side
where you Have it now, but combine the carriage house so it
is basically two functions. it's the workshop and the
garage. |

MR. CHABUK: The site plan is there. 1It's goiné
to be massive. I think it's going to be massive building,
bigger than the house floor space.

MR. TRESEDER: But you're basically, it's sort}of
a personal preference to have your workshop contiguous with
the house --

MR. CHABUK: I prefer this, yes. And also, the
roof is like a horseshoe shape, although it's in fhe back,
it's not shaded. But the roof line is continuous. So it
actually --

MR. TRESEDER: It's a wrap around.
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MR. CHABUK: Wrap around.

MR. TRESEDER: Okay. All right.

‘MR. CHABUK: And then the back, that light area is
a poréh, but the roof is all continuoué.

MR. TRESEDER: Well, this new scheme has reduced
the size of the workshop several feet from the original'
scheme, and perhapé there is room to reduce it even further,
to make it, you know, still a functional workéhop, but not
quite so large. |

MR. CHABUK:. Well, I mean, the alternativ¢ is like
I have to give up;the carriage house. I mean, there is
something I have to give up.’

MR. TRESEDER: Okay. Thank you.

MR. FULLER: Thank you, sir. It is not slightly
clearer on it, but -- |

MR. TRESEDER: Wé've got ybur commenté, so thank
you.

MR. FULLER: Thank you. All right. I think we
were down to other business. We have done the minutesi We
did the staff items. Are there any Commission items for
this evening?

MR. WHIPPLE: I will just remind all of you that I
will see you next week at Chevy Chése Village Hall for the
joint training with Rockville and Gaithersburg.

| MR. FULLER: Can we put that on that list that you

wanted for our training for last year?
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MR. WHIPPLE: Absolutely. No, but you get credit
for~this year,‘which is even bettef.

MR. FULLER: Okay.-: Anything else? We're
adjourned. |

(Whereupon, at 9:15 p.m., the hearing Was

concluded.)



STAFF ITEM

SUBJECT: Amendment to (Case 11-B) HAWP apblication, 2309 Linden Lane, Silver Spring
DATE: March 12, 2008
STAFF MEMBER: Josh Silver

PROPOSAL} The.applicant is proposing to remove one 17” Walnut Tree from the property. The
applicant has noted the tree is beginning to deteriorate and presents a hazard to the historic house and
proposed side addition. The applicant has agreed to plant one tree on the property as a mitigation
measure.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff is recommending the HPC approve the removal of one 17" Walnut
Tree on the record with the condition the applicant will plant one tree. A :
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. SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20905
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- - May 30, 2008

‘Mr. Hasan Basri Chabuk |
_ 2309 Linden Lane Lo
_ - Silver Spring, MD 20910 - e T

Dear Mr. Chabuk | : ' ' ) ' 3

Ny g

- After inspecting ybu;‘ trees today Idcated at the-above referenced address, I am making the
following recommendations pertaining to the addition you plan-on building: '

e Install temporary fencing around the drip line of the Norway Maple tree located in-the .
left rear corner of the house and Black Walnit tree jn the left center rear of property. The’
fencing should be placed as close to the construction site as possible and out to or beyond

- the drip line of the trees. o e ' :

* Perform vertical mulching for the same two trees by drilling 2”W holes x 12”D and 3’
apart. This should be done over the house side of root zone, -Once holes are drilled, fill

~with pea gravel and apply -wood chips over root zone at a depth of 12” — 18 deép:

e Donot let trucks or equipment be parked on or drive over root zone area. Make sure to

. keep all piles of materials off of root zone area- - S

e When digging trench for footers, all tree roots 1” diameter or more shall'be cut with hand

_pruners, loppers, or a hand saw, and then covered with soil.

I hope this will be helpful. If you require further assistance, please contact me. -

Sincerely, . ' B .

,Jon Cholwek

MD Tree Expert #926 ,
ISA Certified Arborist- MA4310A - \
Bonifant Tree Service, Inc.- ‘ :

)



